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House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BONILLA).

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 21, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable HENRY
BONILLA to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

Rabbi Moshe E. Bomzer, Congrega-
tion Beth Abraham-Jacob, Albany,
New York, offered the following prayer:

Blessed is He, oh, Lord our God, King
of the universe, Who has given wisdom
to all of mankind.

| offer this prayer on the last days of
the congressional session prior to our
national Memorial Day weekend. It
was exactly 130 years ago almost to the
day that Congress resolved that a day
be set aside to recognize and memorial-
ize those who had given their lives to
defend our country in times of war and
in times of peace.

President Abraham Lincoln ex-
pressed it best when he stated: ‘““That
we here highly resolve that these dead
shall not have died in vain. We can do
them no greater honor than to keep
alive that which they gave their lives
to preserve; love of country, duty,
honor and defense of the right as it is
given to us to see the right.”

Let us keep their memories alive in
our hearts and deeds throughout this
period of the year. May their memories
be a blessing.

On behalf of all assembled here, I
pray. May God Who grants salvation to
kings and dominion to princes, Whose

kingdom is one that spans all eter-
nities, bless and protect, help and
exhalt the President and the Vice
President of the United States of
America.

May God bless the leaders of our
great Nation; the Members of this
House of Representatives, their fami-
lies and their staffs. May God bless all
who help guide our Nation with honor,
dignity and pride, increase their
strength of soul to resist the pressure
to shade truth or compromise integ-
rity, increase their ability to advocate
on behalf of a just and honest society,
caring and concern for the welfare of
all citizens and friends, regardless of
race, creed, color, religion, gender or
age. Help them welcome all the mar-
velous, colorful, contentious diversity
of our Nation’s people. Grant them the
wisdom, kindness, patience and under-
standing to differentiate between right
and wrong, good and evil, and between
sanctity and impurity. Enable our
leaders to bring peace among all man-
kind everywhere in the world.

As we celebrate this weekend, let us
also realize this coming Sunday, May
24th, marks the 31st anniversary of the
reunification of the City of Jerusalem,
eternal capital of the state of Israel.
King David wrote of the city, “‘Our feet
would stand in the gateways of Jerusa-
lem. Jerusalem rebuilt, as a city re-
united together. Seek the peace of Je-
rusalem, may those who love you be at
ease. May there be peace between your
walls and tranquility in your palace.
For the sake of my brothers and
friends | shall speak with you of
peace.’’

Bless us dear God with the light of
Your countenance, shower your provi-
dence and influence for good through-
out the world, uniting all mankind in
peace and freedom. He who makes
peace in the heavens above, may He
make peace here on earth, as we say,
amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, | demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 339, nays 58,
answered ‘“‘present’’ 2, not voting 33, as
follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 175]
YEAS—339

Abercrombie Blunt Chenoweth
Ackerman Boehlert Christensen
Allen Boehner Clayton
Andrews Bonilla Clement
Archer Boswell Clyburn
Armey Boucher Coble
Bachus Boyd Coburn
Baesler Brady (TX) Collins
Ballenger Brown (FL) Combest
Barcia Brown (OH) Condit
Barrett (NE) Bryant Conyers
Barrett (WI) Bunning Cook
Bartlett Burton Cooksey
Bentsen Callahan Coyne
Bereuter Calvert Cramer
Berman Camp Cubin
Berry Campbell Cummings
Bilbray Canady Cunningham
Bilirakis Cannon Danner
Bishop Capps Davis (FL)
Blagojevich Cardin Davis (IL)
Bliley Castle Davis (VA)
Blumenauer Chabot Deal

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., OO 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick

Aderholt
Baldacci
Becerra
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)

Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDade
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)

NAYS—58

Clay
Costello
DeFazio
English
Ensign
Fazio
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Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes

Riggs

Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Walsh
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weygand
White

Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn

Yates
Young (FL)

Filner
Fox
Gephardt
Gibbons
Green
Gutierrez

Gutknecht Moran (KS) Taylor (MS)
Hastings (FL) Nussle Thompson
Hefley Oberstar Thurman
Hilleary Obey Velazquez
Hilliard Pallone Vento
Hinchey Pastor Visclosky
Johnson, E. B. Pickett Wamp
Kucinich Poshard Waters
Lewis (GA) Ramstad Weller
LoBiondo Sabo Wexler
Lowey Schaffer, Bob Whitfield
Markey Scott Wicker
McDermott Slaughter
Menendez Stupak

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—2
Carson Goodling

NOT VOTING—33
Baker Crapo Lewis (KY)
Barr Dixon McCollum
Barton Frelinghuysen Meeks (NY)
Bass Gonzalez Owens
Bateman Granger Pomeroy
Bono Hall (OH) Schumer
Burr Harman Skaggs
Buyer Hyde Tierney
Chambliss Johnson (WI) Torres
Cox Johnson, Sam Turner
Crane Kolbe Young (AK)
0 1032

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. TIAHRT led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the bill (H.R. 3130)
“An Act to provide for an alternative
penalty procedure for States that fail
to meet Federal child support data
processing requirements, to reform
Federal incentive payments for effec-
tive child support performance, to pro-
vide for a more flexible penalty proce-
dure for States that violate interjuris-
dictional adoption requirements, to
amend the Immigration and National-
ity Act to make certain aliens deter-
mined to be delinquent in the payment
of child support inadmissible and ineli-
gible for naturalization, and for other
purposes,” disagreed to by the House
and agrees to the conference asked by
the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints
from the Committee on Finance: Mr.
ROTH, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
MOYNIHAN, and Mr. Baucus; and from
the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources: Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. COATS,
and Mr. KENNEDY, to be the conferees
on the part of the Senate.
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The Speaker laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 20, 1998.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: | have the honor to
transmit herewith a copy of the unofficial
results received from Dick Filling, Commis-
sioner, Bureau of Commissions, Elections
and Legislation, Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania, indicating that, according to the unof-
ficial returns of the Special Election held on
May 19, 1998, the Honorable Robert A. Brady
was elected to the Office of Representative
in Congress, from the First Congressional
District, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,
Clerk.

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE
ROBERT A. BRADY, OF PENNSYL-
VANIA, AS A MEMBER OF THE
HOUSE

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, Mr. Robert A.
Brady, be permitted to take the oath of
office today. His certificate of election
has not arrived, but there is no contest,
and no question has been raised with
regard to his election.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair requests
the newly elected Member and the
Pennsylvania delegation to come to
the well.

Mr. Brady of Pennsylvania appeared
at the bar of the House and took the
oath of office, as follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear true faith and allegiance to the
same; that you take this obligation
freely, without any mental reservation
or purpose of evasion; and that you will
well and faithfully discharge the duties
of the office in which you are about to
enter. So help you God.

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You
are a Member of the United States
House of Representatives.

INTRODUCTION OF THE
HONORABLE ROBERT A. BRADY

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is my
great honor today to introduce to my
colleagues the newest Member from
Pennsylvania’s first district, BoB
BRADY. On last Tuesday’s special elec-
tion, he is replacing our former col-
league, the Ambassador to Italy, Tom
Foglietta.

The minority leader mentioned there
was no contest. Mr. BRADY won with an
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overwhelming 77 percent of the vote in
his special.

He is a carpenter by trade. He is a
builder, a consensus builder. For the
past 12 years, he has been the Demo-
cratic Party chairman in the City of
Philadelphia and has done an excep-
tionally good job. In my view, he is the
best chairman the city has ever had.
His ability to build consensus is what
makes him such a great chairman and
I believe will make him such a great
Member of this body.

When the special was called, Mr.

Speaker, and when BoB BRADY an-
nounced his intentions to seek this
seat, and | believe most of my col-

leagues understand that the First Con-
gressional District of Pennsylvania is a
majority-minority district, more Afri-
can-Americans than there are white,
but when BoB BRADY announced his in-
tentions, the support that he received
from the district was overwhelming
from all sides, corners, races, religions,
and an absolute true testament to the
kind of a person he is.

He has demonstrated through his
tenure as a chairman the ability to
work across the aisle and certainly
among the races. It is my great honor
to be able to introduce him here today.

Mr. Speaker, | would first like to
yield to my colleague, the gentleman
from Philadelphia (Mr. FATTAH).

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. BoORskl), the senior con-
gressman from our city, for yielding. |
also would like to welcome and add in
part to this introduction of ROBERT
BRADY to the United States Congress.

This body is made up of Members
who come here from all walks of life
and who have a desire to serve the pub-
lic. BoB BRADY is going to fit in ex-
traordinarily well, because he has
walked through all of the shoes of the
lives of millions of people in the south-
eastern area of Philadelphia region. He
has worked with people to help con-
structively engage them in the politi-
cal process.

He is someone | have known for at
least 2 decades now who has worked
with me and worked with others in
Philadelphia to help us as we strive to
serve in public life. I want to welcome
him, acknowledge his family who |
know very, very well, his wife and his
mother and others who are here. But |
just wanted to say to my friend, wel-
come to the United States Congress.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, | thank my colleague for
yielding to me, and let me join in this
side of the aisle in welcoming our new-
est Member to Congress.

BoB, you represent the American
dream. You are here today with your
family and your friends and all those
carpenters and those building trade
workers around Pennsylvania and the
region are here with you because they
understand the fight that you have
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taken, the fight for jobs and better
working conditions for people through-
out our region.

As you know, | represented at one
point in time or another probably a
third to a half of the district that you
now have. | had southwest Philadelphia
and the Delaware County waterfront
area that is now a part of your district.
They are all good people. They are just
like you.

The reason why BoB BRADY is going
to be such a great Member of Congress
is he has never forgotten his roots. He
understands that this job in the end is
really about helping those people that
you have walked the streets with, that
you have actually helped in construct-
ing our city and our region. We are all
very happy and pleased to have you
here.

As a Republican with the great State
of Pennsylvania, we join with you as
what is a tradition in our State, bipar-
tisan cooperation on behalf of our peo-
ple. Congratulations and best wishes.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Fox).

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, | am proud to also rise to salute our
newest congressman, Congressman BoB
BrRADY from Pennsylvania, who, as dis-
cussed earlier by prior speakers, has al-
ways been someone who has been a
consensus builder, but he is also a coa-
lition builder, someone to bring dispar-
ate groups together for a common
good.

He has always been a great listener.
To be a great congressman, you have to
be a good listener. As a people person,
he will work to make sure that, not
only make sure the First District is
represented, but he also has a regional
view to not only what is good for
Philadelphia, but what is good for
Pennsylvania and what is good for the
Nation.

Knowing of his principles and his
core beliefs, we will have a great con-
gressman come forward to help make
this Nation stronger and help make
this House stronger.

Congratulations to BoB BRADY and
his family, and we are looking forward
to serving with him.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is my
great pleasure to introduce to you a
man of the people to the people’s
House, Congressman BoB BRADY.

REMARKS OF HON. ROBERT A.
BRADY, NEW MEMBER OF THE
HOUSE

(Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Thank
you, Mr. Speaker. To my dean from
Pennsylvania, Congressman MURTHA, |
always will respect the fact that you
will be my dean and | will follow you,
along with my leader.

I thank you, BoBBY BORsSkI and
CHAKA FATTAH. | thank the other Con-
gressmen Fox and WELDON from the
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other side of the aisle for those kind re-
marks.

After all you have said, | should not
say anything else because | probably
will just louse it up, but | need to
thank a few people.

I am not here by myself. I am here
with a lot of people that | brought, my
family and my friends. But | am not
standing here because of myself. | am
standing here because of a lot of people
had the faith to vote for me in this
past reelection. Without labor, orga-
nized labor, which I am a part of, it
would not have been able to be happen-
ing.

Igam also a city chairman. So with
my fellow ward leaders and all my
committee people that shared the faith
and came out and voted for me, | need
to thank them, and | need to thank a
whole lot of people that helped me get
here through the tough times.

We had a couple campaign trail bud-
dies running, as you know, from Con-
gress, running throughout the district.
It is a long and tedious thing to do. |
just appreciate the Joel Johnsons, the
Bobby Rebstocks, | do not want to get
in trouble, but the Jimmy Harritys,
the Steve Kaplans, the Phil Espositos,
who was my motor guy. We had all
kinds of vehicles running around. |
want to thank him. He is our navi-
gator, also.

I want to thank my staff down in
City Committee in the City of Phila-
delphia, Linda Matthews and Charlie
Bernard, the Elmers, all the staff down
there, special people, a fellow that you
may know by the name of Buddy
Cianfrani, who was a mentor and
pushed me right on through in some
bad times, and a young lady who is the
chairperson of the African-American
Ward Leaders by the name of Carol
Campbell that | would be absolutely
wrong and remiss if 1 did not thank her
personally for all the things she has
done for me through many, many years
helping me get here.

O 1045

There is an another gentleman, our
City Comptroller by the name of Jona-
than Saidel. He is the gentleman that
keeps us loose. He is also my finance
chairman, who put a whole lot of
money there. He is sitting up there.
Jonathan, | love you for all you have
done. There have been some tough
times, and he has been by my side
many times. | just hope that | can con-
tinue to be here and be by your side.

A lot was said about my candidacy. |
had the fortune to bring a whole lot of
people together from all different
walks of life, different races and dif-
ferent creeds, the black clergy, the
NAACP, the Jerry Mondessaires, the
Senator Fumos.

It was written in the press that it
was remarkable that | could have peo-
ple standing next to me at an an-
nouncement and standing next to me
at a victory party that will probably
never stand next to each other again.
But I am going to work to try to make
that happen.
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Without question, my family. My
mother, | have to apologize for how I
put her through three elections in the
last six months. Between my younger
brother becoming a judge, me winning
a primary and the special election.
Mom, | guess you are going to have to
get used to it, because it is going to
have to happen a couple more times. |
hope to be here awhile.

My wife Debra, who again, was the
one that when you come home, as any-
body knows, to your spouse, there is
somebody there that is going to help
you, that is going to ask you how your
day was and get you out in the morn-
ing to start another day. So, Debra, |
thank you and love you.

To my children, Bobby and his wife,
my daughter-in-law Maria, who stands
behind me, as your children and your
family stand behind me, they stood be-
hind me.

My lovely daughter, Kimberly, my
little kindergarten teacher, | can never
forget my Kimberly who says, ‘‘Geez,
dad, | am taking off Monday and Tues-
day. | hope you can get sworn in on
Wednesday,”” but it happened on Thurs-
day, so she got a whole week off. So she
is happy.

For my mother-in-law and father-in-
law for putting up with me, and my
brother-in-law Rick, my brother
Frankie, his wife and little Taylor. My
sister-in-law, Roseann, and my brother
Frankie. | hope | don’t miss anybody,
but they are family, they will under-
stand.

And | have two jewels. | have two
jewels in my life. | have a little 18
month old granddaughter by the name
of Serena and a little four year old
granddaughter by the name of Alexan-
dra. They are my two jewels. She is up
there laughing now. Hi, baby.

They are interest on an investment,
the grandchildren, and 1 love them
dearly. When | look at them, | see my
father, because my father fought a war
for us to be here, got wounded a couple
times for us to be here, and he cannot
physically be here, but he is up there
being here right now today.

I know that | am honored to be here.
I did not think | would be this hum-
bled. It is hard to humble me in the
city that | come from. They tried 10, 15
years ago, and it has not worked and |
am pretty callous to it. But | am hum-
ble today because of what has hap-
pened.

| thank all my colleagues, | thank all
my old friends, 1 thank hopefully all
my new friends, and | appreciate all
the kind words, and | look forward to
working with you. Sometimes you
lead, sometimes you follow. It is a lot
easier to follow. | do not care. | am a
team player. | do not care if | have to
pitch, catch, batboy, | just want to be
on the team. As far as | am concerned,
the team that | am on is the team of
the United States of America.

So thank you all, and | appreciate
that.
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RABBI MOSHE BOMZER

(Mr. MCNULTY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, | join
with all of my colleagues in congratu-
lating BoB, and look forward to work-
ing with him here in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to intro-
duce to the Members of the House my
good friend Rabbi Moshe Bomzer, the
spiritual leader of Congregation Beth
Abraham-Jacob of Albany, New York.
Rabbi Bomzer delivered the opening
prayer today, and, incidentally, for
those who have been around here for a
while, he also delivered the opening
prayer 20 years ago this month.

Following in the footsteps of his fa-
ther, who has led Brooklyn congrega-
tions for the past 45 years, Rabbi
Bomzer is now celebrating the 13th
year, his “Bar Mitzvah year,”
Mazeltov, as the spiritual leader of the
largest Orthodox Jewish Congregation
in our State’s Capital District.

In addition to his congregational du-
ties, Mr. Speaker, Rabbi Bomzer is also
the Chairman of the Chaplaincy Com-
mittee of the Capital District Board of
Rabbis, serving as Chaplain at the Al-
bany Correctional Facility, St. Peter’s
Hospital, and Teresian House.

In 1996, Governor George Pataki ap-
pointed him to the Kosher Law En-
forcement Advisory Board. Last year
he was appointed a National Vice
President of the Rabbinical Council of
America.

Mr. Speaker, he has won the respect
and admiration of his congregation and
of our community as a whole, for his
tireless dedication to the preservation
of Judaism and the Jewish heritage.
We are honored to have him here
today, along with his wife, Rachael,
and a large delegation from the Hebrew
Academy of the Capital District.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me just say
a word of special thanks to my friend
Moshe for the part of his prayer that
dealt with saluting the men and women
who wore the uniform of the United
States military through the years. Had
it not been for their service, we would
not have the privilege of bragging
about how we live in the freest and
most open democracy on the face of the
earth.

Freedom is not free. On behalf of my
brother Bill, who made the supreme
sacrifice, and all of those who made the
supreme sacrifice, and all of those who
served in our Armed Forces through

the vyears, like the Ilate Pete
D’Alessandro from Watervliet, New
York, Congressional Medal of Honor

winner, Moshe, | thank you.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably absent on Wednesday, May
20, attending a family funeral. As a re-
sult, I missed rollcall votes 165 through
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174. Had 1 been present, | would have
voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall 165, ‘“‘no’’ on 166,
“‘yes’ on 167, ‘“‘yes’” on 168, ‘‘yes’” on
169, “‘yes’” on 170, ““yes’” on 171, ‘“‘yes”
on 172, “‘no’ on 173 and ‘“‘yes’ on 174.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BoNiLLA). The Chair will entertain 10
one-minute speeches on each side.

GIVE ME LIBERTY

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, the First
Amendment of the Constitution is the
most famous and most effective cam-
paign reform proposal in history. It has
effectively protected the political free-
doms of American citizens for over 200
years. If we leave it alone, it will pro-
tect the freedom of our citizens for the
next 200 years.

So why are some Members of this
House so desperate to change the First
Amendment? They want the govern-
ment to have a greater role in deter-
mining how elections are financed and
how campaigns are run. They want a
bigger government bureaucracy, they
want to sharply limit campaign con-
tributions, and they want the tax-
payers to finance political campaigns.

Mr. Speaker, this kind of government
intrusion into the election process
would make Thomas Paine turn over in
his grave. Now is the time for all good
men to stand firm against Big Brother.
Vote for free speech, and against
amendments that take away free
speech from our citizens.

SILENCING AMERICA’S WORKING
FAMILIES

(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
my California colleagues join me in
bringing attention to an orchestrated
campaign to silence America’s working
families.

Proposition 226, on California’s June
ballot, will undermine unions’ efforts
to advocate on behalf of our Nation’s
workers. By subjecting union members
to a cumbersome annual verification of
their dues, Proposition 226 will cripple
organized labor’s ability to promote
fair wages, health care, retirement se-
curity and worker safety.

This initiative is harmful and unnec-
essary. The U.S. Supreme Court has al-
ready ruled that workers have the
right to refuse to contribute to their
union’s political activities. This anti-
worker movement is not about pay-
check protection for workers, it is
about the systematic disenfranchise-
ment of American workers, such as our
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teachers, nurses,
factory workers.

Californians and Americans across
this Nation must band together to stop
this calculated attempt to stifle the
voices of working people in our coun-
try.

police officers and

NUCLEAR UTILITY INDUSTRY AND
NUCLEAR WASTE

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
ca’s favorite pastime, baseball, is upon
us here in our Nation’s Capital. How-
ever, the nuclear utility industry is
striking out, and it seems they are be-
coming a backstop, rather than a lead-
er for common sense.

Recently Secretary Pena pitched a
proposal of up to $5 billion for financial
relief to utilities to cover on-site nu-
clear waste storage costs. Unfortu-
nately, and yet to no one’s surprise,
the nuclear industry balked at the
idea, even though the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals denied the utility request order-
ing and directing the Energy Depart-
ment to immediately begin accepting
their nuclear waste.

Here was a chance for all Americans
to hit that home run by keeping this
deadly waste on-site, rather than en-
dangering the lives and health of citi-
zens across this Nation, transporting it
through their communities. But, once
again, the nuclear industry is holding
out for a bigger contract, just so they
can pad their pockets.

Mr. Speaker, the nuclear industry is
trying to build an expensive taxpayer-
paid expansion team, but Americans
are not going to accept the unsafe and
ridiculous curve balls this industry is
throwing at America.

OPPOSE PROPOSITION 226

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise today to express my opposi-
tion to California’s Proposition 226,
aimed at curtailing labor union politi-
cal influence, but which is written so
broadly it would apply to a variety of
organizations that are not labor
unions. These could include employee
associations of every Kkind, such as
those representing nurses, social work-
ers, law enforcement officers and phy-
sicians.

This initiative is so broad that it will
keep labor unions and their members
from expressing their point of view, not
only on political matters, but on issues
such as education, health care and re-
tirement security. It imposes costly
bureaucratic regulations on unions,
which would make it more difficult for
union members to come together and
make their voices heard on government
decisions that affect working families.
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It is no coincidence that this initia-
tive comes before California’s voters
after the AFL-CIO’s aggressive edu-
cation and mobilization efforts in 1996.

As a labor union member and former
union organizer, | oppose this attempt
to undermine workers’ rights.

DEFENDING THE FIRST
AMENDMENT

(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, the
First Amendment to the Constitution
reads, ‘‘Congress shall make no law
abridging the freedom of speech.”

The First Amendment is America’s
most important political reform. As
Americans, it is our most precious and
sacred guarantee. That is why the
founders put it at the very top of the
list.

Mr. Speaker, it was political speech
that the founders deemed most vital.
Why? Because it was political speech
that the British government tried to
stifle when it was in power.

The Founding Fathers tried to pre-
vent government suppression of politi-
cal speech from ever happening again,
by adopting the First Amendment to
the United States Constitution. The
framers of the Constitution did not ex-
plicitly or implicitly create a cam-
paign speech exception to the First
Amendment, as some Members of Con-
gress now wish to do.

Mr. Speaker, under the First Amend-
ment, Congress does not have the au-
thority to regulate political speech. As
long as we have any shred of a Con-
stitution left, we are going to have the
ability to act as individuals or as
groups to engage in political expres-
sion, free of government intrusion.

O 1100
DEFEAT PROPOSITION 226

(Mrs. TAUSCHER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, on
June 2, my fellow Californians will be
voting on Proposition 226, a proposal to
handicap the efforts of labor unions by
limiting their ability to spend the dues
they collect from their members.

While Prop 226 is designed to sound
attractive to working families, its real
purpose is to put an undue burden on
union members. Prop 226 would force
unions into the unworkable position of
seeking written approval from their
members each year before spending any
of the money for political purposes.

Currently, wunion members who
choose to restrict the use of their
union dues for political purposes may
do so. Prop 226 instead places the oner-
ous burden of unnecessary paperwork
requirements on the vast majority of
union members who want their unions
to act on their behalf. This require-
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ment would limit the free speech of
union workers and impose burdensome
red tape on the unions.

This House recognized the folly of
Prop 226 when it rejected similar legis-
lation known as the Paycheck Protec-
tion Act most recently. | hope Califor-
nians will follow the House’s lead by
defeating Proposition 226.

CLINTON WHITE HOUSE AIDS IN
CHINA’S MISSILE DEFENSE PRO-
GRAM

(Mr. NEUMANN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, it
seems to have taken 5 nuclear blasts in
India, combined with stunning revela-
tions about campaign contributions
from Communist China into the Demo-
crat Party to send America a wake-up
call.

With each passing day, the China
scandal gets bigger, more worrisome
and more baffling. It is time the White
House explains why it granted a waiver
to the Loral Corporation and others
who are helping China develop its mis-
sile and rocket programs.

Instead of trying to block high tech-
nology transfers to Communist China,
this administration seems to be en-
couraging it. Instead of embarking on a
national missile defense program for
our country, for America, this adminis-
tration is allowing the transfer of tech-
nology to help China develop missiles
that may be aimed at the United
States of America. Instead of making
nuclear war less likely, this adminis-
tration appears to be cooperating in
making China a nuclear power.

The result? Well, India runs 5 nuclear
bomb tests; Pakistan will likely follow;
even Japan may inevitably reassess its
own nuclear policy.

It is not a question if this technology
will make the world a more dangerous
place, it already has.

WAR ON DRUGS REQUIRES MORE
THAN “NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME
WATCH” MENTALITY

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, today
the House will cast the key vote on the
war on drugs. The House will vote to
either maintain the status quo and do
nothing, or begin to fight.

Some of the misconceptions and
untruths about the Traficant amend-
ment: It will not mandate the use of
troops; it will only allow it if the ad-
ministration requests it, and if so, they
must be specially trained, and they can
only be deployed with civilian officers,
and they cannot make arrests; local of-
ficials must be notified.

The substitute KkKills it. The sub-
stitute says, surveillance in intel-
ligence only.

| say to my colleagues, neighborhood
crime watches perform surveillance.
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We will never win the war on drugs
with a neighborhood crime watch.

Defeat the substitute. Give the Trafi-
cant amendment an opportunity for an
up/down vote.

AMERICAN PEOPLE DESERVE IM-
MEDIATE EXPLANATION FROM
WHITE HOUSE ON AID TO CHI-
NA’S MISSILE DEFENSE TECH-
NOLOGY

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, why would
the United States share some of its
most sensitive missile technology with
Communist China? Did America really
fight a Cold War and reduce the nu-
clear threat only to have the threat re-
turn from a Communist regime that re-
cently threatened to launch a nuclear
strike on Los Angeles over the Taiwan
issue?

This administration’s policy to grant
waivers to high technology companies
that are working to improve China’s
missile and rocket capability is dan-
gerous, reckless, and indefensible.

The press now reports that 13 of Chi-
na’s 18 long-range strategic missiles
have nuclear warheads aimed at Amer-
ican cities. And how does the Clinton
administration respond? It actively
works to help China’s missile and rock-
et program.

The American people deserve an ex-
planation of this administration’s con-
duct relating to transfers of missile
technology to China; and Mr. Speaker,
they deserve it today.

U.S. NEEDS MANAGED CARE
REFORM NOW

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, hidden in
today’s Washington Post is an article
that Speaker GINGRICH sent the Repub-
lican Health Care Reform Task Force
of the Republican Conference back to
the drawing board. It is another at-
tempt of the Republicans to destroy-
by-delay health care improvements
which are needed by the American peo-
ple.

We should not forget that our first
priority is to help the patient. We owe
it to the American people to provide
top quality medical care. We need an
anti-gag rule where physicians can talk
to their patients. We need an appeals
process, both internal and external, for
the patients’ benefits. We need to give
employees the choice, other than going
to the HMO that somebody else chooses
for them. We need to make decision-
makers responsible. If a doctor is re-
sponsible for one’s health care, then
somebody who tells that doctor no
should also be responsible.

This decision stops a bipartisan ef-
fort to provide health care reform, and
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I hope that the American people think
it is such a shame, just like | do. We
need managed care reform now, Mr.
Speaker.

AMERICAN ECONOMY PROTECTION
ACT

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday’s vote on the Gilman amend-
ment is good news for the opponents of
the Kyoto treaty.

By a vote of 420 to 0, 420 to 0, the
House voted to protect the quality of
our national defense by exempting the
U.S. military operations from the
Kyoto treaty’s stringent requirements.

I applaud the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) for his leadership
on this issue and | urge my colleagues
to continue fighting against this trea-
ty, because it is not just bad for the
military. This overreaching agreement
would have a negative effect on vir-
tually every sector of our economy and
result in fewer jobs, higher prices, and
a lower standard of living for the
American people.

Along with my colleagues, the gen-
tlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. EMER-
SON) and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. KLINK), | have introduced a
bill, the American Economy Protection
Act, that would prevent even $1 of tax-
payer money from being spent to im-
plement the provisions of the Kyoto
treaty until it has been ratified by the
Senate.

With the President attempting to cir-
cumvent the Constitution by imple-
menting the Kyoto treaty through reg-
ulatory actions, | urge my colleagues
to support this bill. It ensures that the
Kyoto agreement is debated in the
light of day and not rammed through
the back door.

REAGAN ADMINISTRATION AL-
LOWED MILITARY TECHNOLOGY
TO BE SOLD TO ROGUE NATION

(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise
with a sad duty today. | rise to present
documents showing a direct link be-
tween campaign contributions and ad-
ministration decisions that allowed
military technology to be sold to a
rogue nation.

Yes, the Departments of Commerce
and State took a series of steps allow-
ing military sales to international
pariahs. When was this? In the 1980s,
during the Reagan administration. And
one country buying the equipment,
Iraq, would later turn those weapons
on us.

But why would Ronald Reagan do
such a thing? Well, using the same tac-
tics that other Members have used this
week, | checked to see who benefited
from those sales. Guess who? The same
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defense contractors who contributed
millions and millions of dollars to the
Republicans during the 1980s.

Today we are hearing accusations of
treason, of aiding Communist dic-
tators. Well, according to the 1983
Washington Post article, the Com-
merce Department, then under Ronald
Reagan, was found to have made deci-
sions that ‘“‘enabled the Soviet Union
to improve the accuracy of its nuclear
missiles.”

We want to investigate sales of mili-
tary technology? We want to tie cam-
paign contributions to administration
waivers or accuse the White House of
aiding Communists?

Let us investigate the President.
President Ronald Reagan.

WHITE HOUSE TO BE HELD AC-
COUNTABLE FOR TRANSFER OF
TECHNOLOGY TO CHINA

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, the shift
of the responsibility by the Clinton ad-
ministration for licensing the export of
advanced technology has created dan-
gerous foreign policy and potentially
jeopardized our Nation’s security.

The administration is stripping the
State Department and the Department
of Defense from overseeing the export
of advanced technology. The result of
this questionable policy is the export
of advanced satellite technology which
can be used to perfect the targeting of
nuclear weapons to a hostile country
like Communist China.

This raises serious questions, as was
pointed out in a column by Mark LEVIN
in today’s Washington Times. Ques-
tions like, what national security in-
terest was served when President Clin-
ton personally intervened, overruling
objections from the Pentagon and the
State Department, to approve further
technology transfers to the Communist
Chinese? Which Clinton administration
officials were involved in this decision?

After the Justice Department opened
a criminal investigation into the unau-
thorized technology transfer to the
Communist Chinese in February of
1996, why were the companies involved
not suspended, at least temporarily,
from exporting further?

Mr. Speaker, potentially this could
be a stunning betrayal of American in-
terests and national security. | urge
my colleagues to join me in holding the
administration accountable for this
dangerous transfer of technology.

PROPOSITION 226 BAD FOR
WORKING FAMILIES

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | spent
over 20 years working for genuine cam-
paign finance reform. Nothing does
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that effort more harm than the mutant
and perverted effort at campaign fi-
nance reform symbolized by Propo-
sition 226.

In California we spend too much
money on campaigns, but at least
often, that money is balanced, and
often, the interests of corporations are
well represented, but the interests of
working men and women are rep-
resented by organized labor. We need to
hear from both sides in California cam-
paigns.

Unfortunately, Proposition 226 is in-
tellectually dishonest. It says that the
money of labor union members cannot
be spent by labor leaders on political
efforts, but at the same time, it wel-
comes corporate money, money that
belongs to shareholders, to be spent on
politics by corporate management.
What it does is it gives us a lopsided
input into California politics.

Mr. Speaker, in the last election we
in California raised the minimum
wage. We did so because of the input of
organized labor and working men and
women. | urge Californians to join with
the Sierra Club and the League of
Women Voters in opposing Proposition
226.

CELEBRATING ISRAEL’S 50 YEARS
OF EXISTENCE

(Mr. PAPPAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr.
around the world, including many
Americans, are celebrating the 50th
year of the existence of the State of
Israel. In fact, a delegation from this
House will be traveling to Israel during
the Memorial Day recess to celebrate
with the lIsraeli people, yet I am dis-
appointed by many signals that the ad-
ministration is sending to our ally,
Israel, that is one of our staunchest al-
lies among the community of nations.

The Secretary of State was reported
to have made ultimatums regarding
withdrawal of territory by the Israeli
government and people. The First Lady
was recently quoted as supporting the
establishment of a Palestinian state.
The Israeli people are our friends. We
should not only celebrate with them,
we should demonstrate we are their
friend and support their existence.

Speaker, we

OPPOSE CALIFORNIA’S
PROPOSITION 226

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise
today to denounce the anti-worker ini-
tiative on California’s June 2 ballot.

Proposition 226 is not a grassroot ef-
fort to reform campaign finance and
protect the paychecks of California’s
workers, as its proponents would have
us believe. It is a national right-wing
effort funded by national organizations
to set their agenda: To silence working
families, first in our State, and then
throughout the Nation.
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The primary backers of the Califor-
nia initiative do not even reside in our
State. National business, conservative
and anti-union organizations, and indi-
viduals, in a quest to set a national
agenda State-by-State, have contrib-
uted more than 60 percent of the fund-
ing to the Prop 226 campaign.

Backers include conservative, anti-
union groups and individuals such as
Americans For Tax Reform and J. Pat-
rick Rooney, an Indianapolis million-
aire who chairs the Golden Rule Insur-
ance Company and is a significant
GOPAC contributor.

In the past 2 years, working families
who participated in the political proc-
ess won a minimum wage increase, pro-
tected medicare from cuts, and saved
Federal job safety protections. So now
this initiative’s proponents are looking
for payback.

Please join the League of Women
Voters, the Sierra Club, and working
families in opposing this anti-worker
initiative.

U.S. NEEDS FULL ACCOUNTING OF
DAMAGE DONE TO NATIONAL SE-
CURITY

(Mr. ADERHOLT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, on the
policy of launching U.S. satellites with
Chinese missiles, National Security
Adviser Sandy Berger says, “The tele-
communications industry has a tre-
mendous need to put satellites up into
the air, and that exceeds the launch ca-
pacity of the United States.”

It is shameful that this administra-
tion’s answer to the problem was a
transfer of dangerous missile tech-
nology to a Communist government
which has 13 nuclear missiles aimed at
us.

I encourage the President to review
his budget and that he work with Con-
gress to increase funding for U.S. mis-
sile and space launch research. Defense
is not an option. The space program is
not a luxury.

The United States is the greatest
technological and manufacturing na-
tion in the world. Let us build U.S.
rockets to launch U.S. satellites and
spend what is necessary to maintain
our Nation’s defense.

Finally, all Americans need to see
this administration cooperate fully
with the committee of the gentleman
from California (Mr. Cox) so that we
can have a full accounting of the dam-
age already done to our national secu-
rity.
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM IS
CRITICALLY IMPORTANT

(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, the prin-
cipal issue still facing this Congress is
the issue of campaign finance reform.
Campaign finance reform is so criti-
cally important because it influences
so much else of what we do in this
House and the other one, as well.

In the summer of 1995, the Speaker of
this House, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. NEWT GINGRICH), shook hands
in New Hampshire with President Clin-
ton. He promised then that we would
resolve the issue of campaign finance
reform. Now it is almost 3 years later,
and the issue has still not been re-
solved. Not only that, but we have not
been assured that we will have a simple
up-or-down vote on the principal bill
that seeks to reform the way we fi-
nance campaigns, the Meehan-Shays
bill.

We need to bring that bill out to the
floor. That bill needs to be fully de-
bated. This House needs to have the op-
portunity to vote yes or no on Meehan-
Shays. Let us have that vote as soon as
possible, this week, next week, or the
week after. Let us have that vote up-
or-down on Meehan-Shays.

TOBACCO AND IMMUNITY FOR
WITNESSES

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
here to talk about tobacco. Think
about this one minute, those who are
cigarette smokers. They may be famil-
iar with the Pagoda Red Mountain cig-
arette. The Pagoda brand, as Members
may know, is the third largest ciga-
rette selling in the world. It is the
number one cigarette in China. It is
owned by the Communist Chinese gov-
ernment.

The Pagoda Mountain cigarette com-
pany has an operative named Ted
Sioeng. He gave $400,000 to the Demo-
crat National Party. His associate, Mr.
Kent La, personally gave $50,000 of the
money. He is willing to testify before
the Burton committee and just say
why a Communist cigarette company
was interested in giving the $400,000 to
the Democrats. No big deal. Something
we all should want to know. Maybe it
is that they just like good cigarette
smokers, and recognize the Democrats
as such.

But the reality is, 19 Democrats on
the committee will not let him speak.
They will not let the guy testify. The
Democrat Justice Department, the De-
partment of Justice, said they have no
problem with immunity and will let
Mr. Kent La speak and have immunity,
but 19 Democrats say no.

What do the Democrats want to do
instead? We heard it this morning.
They want to investigate Ronald
Reagan. | suggest they have been
smoking more than Pagoda Red Moun-
tain cigarettes or whatever it is.
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TIME FOR REPUBLICAN PARTY TO
STOP DELAYING ON CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans are up to their old tricks
again, ‘“Doolittle” and ‘“‘DelLay.” De-
spite his famous handshake with Presi-
dent Clinton in the summer of 1995,
Speaker GINGRICH has done little to
pass real campaign finance reform. In
fact, what he has said is that we need
more money in our political system. He
supports the bill of the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) to remove
what limits there already are in place
on campaign contributions.

Meanwhile, the Republican leader-
ship has delayed a vote on real reform
in this House. They initially promised
a full and fair vote in March. It is now
May, and we are still waiting. Mean-
while, the Republican Whip, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. Tom DELAY),
third ranking member in this body, he
is leading the effort to Kill real reform.

I think it is time for the Republican
party to stop delaying and to please do
something about campaign finance re-
form. Stop listening to the wealthy and
to the special interests. Start listening
to average working Americans in this
country. Vote for real campaign fi-
nance reform. Vote for the bipartisan
Meehan-Shays bill.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROCEDURES
AND DEADLINE FOR PRINTING
OF AMENDMENTS ON BUDGET
RESOLUTION FOR FISCAL YEAR
1999

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Rules is planning to
meet the week of June 1 to grant a rule
which will limit the amendment proc-
ess for consideration of the budget res-
olution for fiscal year 1999. The Com-
mittee on the Budget ordered the budg-
et resolution reported last night and is
expected to file its committee report
sometime over the next few days.

Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies
and a brief explanation of the amend-
ment by 2 o’clock on Tuesday, June 2,
to the Committee on Rules in Room 312
of the Capitol.

As has been the common practice in
recent years, the Committee on Rules
strongly suggests that the Members
wishing to offer amendments, that
they offer those amendments as com-
plete substitute amendments that keep
the Federal budget in balance. | do not
intend to put out a rule that is going to
put on the floor a budget that is not in
balance.

Members should also use the Office of
Legislative Counsel and the Congres-
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sional Budget Office to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and scored and should check with the
Office of the Parliamentarian to be cer-
tain their amendments comply with
the rules of the House.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that we are not going to
have any votes until Wednesday at 5,
and there will be very few Members
back in the Chamber Tuesday. Could
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SoLomMoN) make that at 2 o’clock
Wednesday instead of 2 o’clock Tues-
day, because we do have an extra day,
then?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman makes a point, but it is going
to be difficult to make sure that the
full Members of the House and the
media and the public are going to be
able to see those substitutes.

As the gentleman knows, because
there is a Memorial Day recess and
work period back home, there are no
scheduled votes until 5 o’clock on
Wednesday. It is just imperative that
the gentleman and I, and the gen-
tleman is the ranking member of that
committee, that the gentleman and |
be able to see those amendments for at
least 24 hours.

Let me make a concession and move
it up to, instead of 2 o’clock, to 5
o’clock on Tuesday. Our staffers are
going to be here working all during
next week.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, as the
gentleman well knows, most of the
Members will not be back until
Wednesday, because it is the Memorial
Day weekend and they have other
things in their district. So | would
hope that just one more day would not
make much difference as far as the
media goes, or the gentleman’s ability
to look over the amendments, or my
ability to look over the amendments. |
think it would be fairer to those who
will be spending all the time back in
their districts.

Mr. SOLOMON. As the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY)
knows, when the gentleman was the
chairman of the committee and | was
the ranking member, | used to com-
plain that we were not given enough
notice to be able to look at what we
were going to act on.

It is imperative that we put out the
rule on Wednesday because of the time-
liness of the budget, as the gentleman
knows. It is important that the gen-
tleman and | and our committee act on
it Wednesday night, and to give them
that extra day, the gentleman and |
would not even have a chance to look
through these voluminous budgets. So
I am just doing what the gentleman
has done in the past.

Mr. MOAKLEY. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, it is
just as recent as few days ago he has
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given us amendments 10 minutes before
we are going to vote on them. If we
have the capacity to digest them in
that short period of time, I am sure the
gentleman would have the same oppor-
tunity.

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman
knows that the gentleman from New
York (Mr. JERRY SOLOMON) has pledged
to be more fair than the Democrats
ever were to us, and | have lived up to
that for 4 years now. We are going to
continue to do that.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Is the gentleman
saying that the Committee on Rules is
going to meet on Wednesday to discuss
the budget amendments?

Mr. SOLOMON. Yes. That is right.

Mr. MOAKLEY. We are going to meet
on Wednesday?

Mr. SOLOMON. Yes, sir. We have to.

Mr. MOAKLEY. In that case, | with-
draw my request.

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman now
understands why he should have at
least 24 hours to be prepared.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | am sorry, | thought
we were not going to meet on this until
Thursday. But if we are going to meet
on it Wednesday, then we should do
that.

Mr. SOLOMON. We have to meet on
Wednesday because the bill has to be
on the floor on Thursday, and it is the
most important legislation to come be-
fore the body.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | understand. |
thought the gentleman was not going
to take it up until Thursday.

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman has
always been so understanding, and he
has not changed a bit.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Sometimes.

Mr. SOLOMON. | thank the gen-
tleman.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 432,
SENSE OF HOUSE CONCERNING
PRESIDENT’S ASSERTION OF EX-
ECUTIVE PRIVILEGE, AND HOUSE
RESOLUTION 433, CALLING UPON
THE PRESIDENT TO URGE FULL
COOPERATION BY FORMER PO-
LITICAL APPOINTEES, FRIENDS,
AND THEIR ASSOCIATES WITH
CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGA-
TIONS

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 436 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 436

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the resolution (H. Res. 432) ex-
pressing the sense of the House of Represent-
atives concerning the President’s assertions
of executive privilege. The resolution shall
be considered as read for amendment. The
resolution shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the Major-
ity Leader or his designee and a Member op-
posed to the resolution. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
resolution to final adoption without inter-
vening motion.
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SEC. 2. After disposition of or postpone-
ment of further proceedings on House Reso-
lution 432, it shall be in order to consider in
the House the resolution (H. Res. 433) calling
upon the President of the United States to
urge full cooperation by his former political
appointees and friends and their associates
with congressional investigations. The reso-
lution shall be considered as read for amend-
ment. The resolution shall be debatable for
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the Majority Leader or his designee and a
Member opposed to the resolution. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the resolution to final adoption without
intervening motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BoNiLLA). The gentleman from New
York (Mr. SOLOMON) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield half our
time to my good friend, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
pending which | yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of the resolution, all time yielded
is for purposes of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 436 is
a rule providing for consideration of
two House resolutions. The first of
these is House Resolution 432, express-
ing the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives concerning the President’s
assertion of executive privilege intro-
duced by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY), the Majority Whip.

Second is House Resolution 433, call-
ing upon the President of the United
States to urge full cooperation by his
former political appointees and friends
and their associates with congressional
investigations. That resolution is in-
troduced by myself.

Mr. Speaker, the rules provide that
House Resolution 432 concerning execu-
tive privilege shall be debatable in the
House for 1 hour, equally divided and
controlled by the majority leader and
his designee, and an opponent.

The rule further provides that House
Resolution 433 relating to the coopera-
tion of witnesses before congressional
investigations shall be debatable in the
House for 1 hour, equally divided and
controlled by the majority leader and
his designee and an opponent.

Mr. Speaker, over the last several
days this House has undertaken an ef-
fort to broaden the discussions of eth-
ics in the Nation’s Capital from one of
internal House committee procedures
to criminal procedures generally, and
the rule of law. Members on both sides
of the aisle have been troubled by per-
sonal attacks, as | have.

We can take the personalities away
and the efforts to engage in personal-
ities on the floor, but the questions
that trouble our constitutional system
of government are not going to go
away. Every day we are seeing more of
it in the papers across the country.

Tuesday, we voted overwhelmingly,
402 to zero, to express that the House
should immunize and should hear testi-
mony from four witnesses whose testi-
mony has been blocked by the minority
of the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight. We have had sev-
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eral hours of debate yesterday and
votes on a number of amendments to
the defense authorization bill express-
ing the House’s position on transfers of
sophisticated satellite technology in
China.

Those votes passed 417 to 7, 414 to 4,
412 to 6, and 364 to 54, that was over-
whelming bipartisan support, opposing
the President’s actions of turning over
missile technology to a potential
enemy of the United States that will,
in the near future, have their weapons
of mass destruction trained on the chil-
dren of this Nation.

Mr. Speaker, the House should pro-
ceed to consider these two resolutions
and fulfill our constitutional obliga-
tions to press for answers to the severe
questions raised by this technology
transfer to Communist China.

Mr. Speaker, the first resolution this
rule allows the House to debate con-
cerns the President’s assertion of exec-
utive privilege.

O 1130

We should all pay attention. Many of
us have been here for a long time, my
good friend the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) even longer
than I, and | have been here for two
decades.

Mr. Speaker, the President has in-
voked executive privileges in three
congressional inquiries and two court
proceedings prior to his current asser-
tions before a Washington, D.C. grand
jury in a criminal investigation. Exec-
utive privilege, as Members are aware,
is rarely invoked by Presidents, if ever
invoked at all. It has only happened
twice in the history of this Nation,
once by a President named Nixon and
now by a President named Clinton.

President Reagan’s counsel has re-
cently written that President Reagan
insisted the White House would not as-
sert executive privilege over any mate-
rials even in the controversial Iran
Contra investigation. The Reagan
White House staff honored that pledge.
That information was turned over to
this Congress. President Clinton’s own
counsel has advised a similar approach
to executive privilege, but it would
seem that the Clintons have not fol-
lowed that advice. Mr. Speaker, some-
thing is wrong.

Former White House counsel Lloyd
Cutler, if Members are back in their of-
fices, 1 want them to listen to this,
former White House counsel Lloyd Cut-
ler, a very respected gentleman, wrote
a special memorandum to the execu-
tive departments and agencies in 1994,
stating that in circumstances involv-
ing communications relating to inves-
tigations of personal wrongdoing by
government officials, it is our practice
not to assert executive privilege, either
in judicial proceedings or in congres-
sional investigations and hearings.

Mr. Speaker, the case law is strong-
est in favor of a President’s claim of
executive privilege over matters relat-
ing to national security and diplomatic
issues, but the law is skeptical of a
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general claim of executive privilege.
Courts typically must balance the as-
sertion of executive privilege by a
President with the public’s right to
know.

Mr. Speaker, press accounts have in-
dicated that the President has asserted
executive privilege before the inde-
pendent counsel in regard to conversa-
tions with staff and with the First
Lady over the appropriate political re-
sponse to allegations of perjury and ob-
struction of justice in the White House.
The media has further reported that a
Federal judge has rejected this claim
and an appeal is being contemplated by
the White House. The decision itself is
under seal. In addition, many promi-
nent news organizations have filed
briefs to make the proceedings regard-
ing executive privilege public so that
the American people can see for them-
selves.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is eminently
reasonable to protect grand jury testi-
mony and presume the innocence of the
individuals impacted by this investiga-
tion. However, an assertion of execu-
tive privilege which has no relation to
national security whatsoever, and
which is the subject of a great debate
in law schools and on the editorial
pages around this country right today,
should be discussed on the floor of this
House.

Mr. Speaker, the second resolution
this rule will allow the House to con-
sider, my legislation, relates to the
President’s former political appointees
and friends who have failed to cooper-
ate with congressional investigations.
Over 90 witnesses, Mr. Speaker, 90 wit-
nesses in the campaign finance inves-
tigation have fled this country or have
taken the Fifth Amendment privilege
before the committee.

Mr. Speaker, this is a level of non-
compliance that the highly regarded
director of the FBI, Louis Freeh, who
we all have great respect for, has com-
pared to an organized crime case.

Mr. Speaker, that is just terrible.

Mr. Speaker, last year the House
voted to empower the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight
with additional procedural tools to en-
hance its ability to gather evidence at
home and overseas. | put that out of
the Committee on Rules. The House
has spoken on one occasion and en-
dorsed the importance of this inquiry
by granting authorities beyond what is
available in the House rules today.

Mr. Speaker, all Members should sup-
port the mechanisms needed to allow
the truth to be aired in this scandal.
We are talking about breaches of na-
tional security that affect the strategic
interests and the future of this great
democracy of ours.

The minority on the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight has
opposed on two occasions the granting
of immunity to four witnesses, which
the Department of Justice has ap-
proved before the committee. Perhaps
the minority will come to regret their
two votes against immunity in the
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coming weeks, especially when we see
what has been taking place now on the
front pages and in the editorials of this
Nation across this country, when it
looks like that we have literally sold
this country down the drain by giving
away the kind of missile technology,
again, which is going to allow a poten-
tial enemy of the United States to
train long range missiles of mass de-
struction against this country.

Press accounts on a daily basis are
reporting that the Justice Department
is investigating whether the White
House decision to export commercial
satellite technology to China was based
on campaign contributions. We need to
know, Mr. Speaker. If that is true, that
is truly, truly outrageous.

Johnny Chung, we have all heard his
name mentioned all across the head-
lines now for months, a Democrat fund-
raiser who pled guilty in the campaign
finance probe in March, has reportedly
told the Justice Department that he
received $300,000 from a senior execu-
tive in a State-run Chinese aerospace
firm to give to the Democrat party.
Chung then contributed approximately
$366,000 thousand to the Democratic
National Committee for the 1996 elec-
tion cycle.

Mr. Speaker, two of the witnesses
whom the Democrats have blocked im-
munity for in the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight were
coworkers of Johnny Chung. Think
about that. They were coworkers of
Johnny Chung.

Consideration, Mr. Speaker, of House
Resolution 433 will give the House an
opportunity to express its support for
returning these individuals to the
United States and obtaining the nec-
essary testimony so that Americans
can have some confidence that the
United States foreign policy and secu-
rity interests were not sold to the
highest bidder. We need to debate that
on the floor of this House.

When the number of unavailable wit-
nesses in a legitimate congressional in-
quiry into the executive branch
reaches the level of an organized crime
probe, which is what Louis Freeh said,
something is terribly wrong in the Na-
tion’s Capital and we need to get to the
bottom of it.

Mr. Speaker, it is troubling that the
highest level officials at the White
House refuse to even confirm if a
sweeping, precedent-setting assertion
of executive privilege has been made. |
believe that a conspiracy of silence has
descended over this town, and it is
time for the House to debate this issue.
If Members believe that they have a
right to know as constitutional officers
of this body and the public has a right
to know, then they should vote for this
rule. If they want to have a discussion
on the House floor of how personal eth-
ics, the rule of law and the public in-
terest intersect in this town, come over
here and vote for this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, | thank my dear friend,
my chairman, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SoLomMoON), for yielding me
the customary half hour.

Mr. Speaker, both of the resolutions
we are considering here today were cre-
ated as nothing more than an unfortu-
nate form of political retaliation. Last
Thursday the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SOLOMON) announced we
would be considering these resolutions
because of the action of the Demo-
cratic House leadership. In case that
statement was ambiguous, this Mon-
day’s Roll Call newspaper quoted a Re-
publican leader as saying, ‘““This is re-
taliation, this is war.”

I do not think it could be any clearer,
Mr. Speaker. These resolutions are in-
tended to punish House Democrats for
asserting their rights on the House
floor. They are to attack the President
because of the perceived refusal of his
friends and employees to cooperate
with the many congressional allega-
tions and investigations.

Mr. Speaker, | do not think | need to
remind anybody that retaliation is
really not a very good reason for legis-
lation. Improving our Nation’s schools
is a great reason for legislation. Clean-
ing up our air, cleaning up our water is
a great reason for legislation. Creating
jobs for American workers is a great
reason for legislation. Punishing politi-
cal opponents is not a good reason for
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, that is exactly what my
Republican colleagues are doing here
today, under their own admission. Mr.
Speaker, they are not doing it very
well. Last Thursday the Committee on
Rules was scheduled to meet at 3:00 for
the defense authorization bill. At 3
minutes before 3:00 I got a call saying
the Committee on Rules would be add-
ing an emergency matter to the de-
fense meeting.

Given the subject matter, Mr. Speak-
er, | think it is a stretch to call these
partisan resolutions emergencies. |
hope that last-minute additions of this
nature do not become a regular prac-
tice of the committee. Up until now we
have got great notice, we have got
ample notice so that we are adequately
prepared when we go into that commit-
tee room, but 3 minutes before the
meeting we were given these resolu-
tions.

And lest anyone gets too serious
about these resolutions, | would re-
mind my colleagues that they are sim-
ply resolutions expressing the opinion
of the majority of the House. They
carry no legislative weight, and | think
at this time they are just a waste of
time.

Given the enormous number of par-
tisan investigations taking place in the
House these days, and if anybody has
to be reminded, there are over 40 inves-
tigations going on currently in the
House of Representatives, taking up
the time of 12 of the 20 standing com-
mittees. Given the hundreds of people
who have been subpoenaed, it is no
wonder a few of them have declined to
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cooperate. |1 do not remember the vic-
tims of the Salem witchcraft trials
running to be burned at the stake. The
last time |1 looked, they had not
changed the Fifth Amendment protec-
tion which grants a person the right to
refuse to testify.

The other resolution dealing with ex-
ecutive privilege is so poorly written, |
am not sure exactly what they are
after. The resolution calls for all docu-
ments relating to the claims of execu-
tive privilege. Now, does that mean
legal documents asserting the right to
executive privilege, which are cur-
rently sealed in the courts, or does
that mean documents dealing with the
subject matter the President is privi-
leged to keep to himself?

Mr. Speaker, as my Republican col-
leagues know, it does not matter be-
cause as legally binding documents,
these resolutions are not worth the
paper they are written on. To make
matters worse, they are being brought
up under a closed rule which not even
allows the Democrats a motion to re-
commit.

Now, if we had brought such a rule 3
minutes before the committee sched-
uled to meet, my Republican colleague,
my able Republican colleague would be
8 feet off the floor screaming and hol-
lering, what has happened to our demo-
cratic process? But now, Mr. Speaker,
they are in the majority so they are
somewhat less indignant at the loss of
minority rights than they were just a
few years ago.

So | urge my colleagues to oppose
this rule and these partisan resolu-
tions. | feel the American people are
just sick and tired of their representa-
tives using the power of the Congress
to attack Members of the other party.

Mr. Speaker, my dear friend and col-
league said that President Reagan
never invoked executive privilege. |
will include in the RECORD the CRS
study on the history of executive privi-
lege where it shows President Reagan
used the executive privilege three
times and President Bush also used it
one time.

Mr. Speaker, |
RECORD the following:
FACT SHEET ON PRESIDENTIAL CLAIMS OF EX-

ECUTIVE PRIVILEGE: BACKGROUND, HISTORY,

CASE LAW, RECENT INVOCATIONS, AND PROC-

ESS FOR CLAIMS—MARCH 27, 1998

1. INTRODUCTION

Within the last year the Supreme Court
and federal appeals courts have ruled upon
presidential claims of the executive privilege
(In re Sealed Case) attorney-client and work
product privileges (In re Grand Jury Sub-
poena, In re Sealed Case), and temporary im-
munity from civil suit for unofficial acts
(Clinton v. Jones). While none of the rulings
directly involved congressional demands for
testimony or documents, their rationales po-
tentially impact the conduct of current and
future committee investigations. This fact
sheet outlines the background of the devel-
opment of presidential executive privilege,
including the nature of the conflicting inter-
ests of Congress and the Executive, the role
of the courts and the existing case law, and
the history of recent presidential invoca-
tions of the privilege and the process of such
invocations.

include for the
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Il. CONGRESSIONAL CHALLENGES TO
PRESIDENTIAL CLAIMS OF EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE

A. Understanding the nature of interbranch
conflict

Congressional challenges to presidential
claims of executive privilege do not rep-
resent a breakdown in our scheme of sepa-
rated powers but rather are part of the dy-
namic of conflict built into the constitu-
tional scheme to achieve workable accom-
modations which will preclude the exercise
of arbitrary power. The framers, rather than
attempting to define and allocate all govern-
mental power in minute detail, relied on the
expectation that were conflicts in scope of
authority arose between the political
branches, a spirit of a mutual accommoda-
tion would promote resolution of the dispute
in the manner most likely to result in effi-
cient and effective functioning of our gov-
ernmental system. Thus, the coordinate
branches are not to be seen as existing in an
exclusively adversarial relationship to one
another when a conflict in authority arises.
Instead, each branch is enjoined to take cog-
nizance of the implicit constitutional man-
date to seek optimal accommodation
through a realistic evaluation of the needs of
the conflicting branches in the particular
fact situation. The essence of that dynamic
was captured by Mr. Justice Jackson in the
Steel Seizure Case:

“While the Constitution diffuses power the
better to secure liberty, it also contemplates
that the practices will integrate the dis-
persed powers into a workable government.
It enjoins upon its branches separateness but
independence, autonomy but reciprocity.”

Despite the notoriety of Watergate and
more recent clashes over invocation of the
privilege, history indicates that such con-
frontations are rare and that the implicit
constitutional injunction to accommodate
has been honored in almost all instances of
notoriety.

B. Conflicting interests of Congress and the
President and their supporting constitu-
tional powers

(1) Congress needs information—

(a) for the formulation and enactment of
legislation;

(b) to ensure executive compliance with
legislative intent;

(c) to inform the public;

(d) to evaluate program performance;

(e) to protect the integrity, dignity, rep-
utation and prerogatives of the institutions;

(f) to investigate alleged instances of poor
administration, arbitrary and capricious be-
havior, abuse, waste, fraud, corruption and
unethical conduct; and

(g) to protect individual
erties.

(2) The President needs to withhold infor-
mation—

(a) to meet the challenges and require-
ments of modern national security, military
and diplomatic policy decisionmaking which
often demand rapid, decisive and secret deci-
sions and responses to protect the integrity
of the decisional process;

(b) to secure accurate, frank and robust ad-
vice and information from subordinates, par-
ticularly from close advisors, in order to per-
form his constitutional functions;

(c) to protect the integrity of its law en-
forcement function which would be under-
mined by revelation of prosecution strate-
gies, legal analysis, potential witnesses, and
settlement considerations; and

(d) to protect presidential privacy.

(3) To gain access to information congres-
sional committees may—

(a) initiate formal investigations;

(b) issue subpoenas to compel production of
documents and testimony;

(c) find an executive officer in contempt
and seek a criminal indictment of the offi-
cial;

rights and lib-
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(d) threaten and withhold appropriations
for executive programs;

(e) fail to act on presidential legislative
initiatives and on nominations;

() call for the appointment of an independ-
ent counsel;

(9) file a civil suit to enforce compliance
with subpoenas; and

(h) threaten and seek impeachment of the
official refusing to comply.

(4) The President may resist by—

(a) delaying compliance until the congres-
sional need is ended;

(b) order subpoenaed officers to claim
privilege;

(c) direct the United States attorney not
to bring a contempt before a grand jury;

(d) challenge an indictment on appropriate
privilege grounds;

(e) negotiate a disclosure that does the
least damage to executive interests; and

(F) utilize the “‘bully pulpit’” of the presi-
dency to convince the public that Congress is
overreaching.

C. The role of the courts

The courts have been exceedingly reluc-
tant to become involved in resolving the
merits of presidential privilege claims
against information demands of the coordi-
nate branches. The Supreme Court has rec-
ognized the constitutional basis for a quali-
fied claim of privilege for presidential com-
munications but in that instance held that
the privilege was outweighed by the need of
the judiciary for the information in a crimi-
nal prosecution. Most recently, a federal ap-
peals court made the most extensive exam-
ination to date of the nature, scope and oper-
ation of the privilege, determining how far
down the line of command from the Presi-
dent the presidential privilege extends, and
what kind of demonstration of need must be
shown to justify release of materials that
qualify for such a privilege.

(1) United States v. Reynolds, 345 U.S. 1
(1952) (recognition of absolute privilege to
withhold national security matters from a
private party in a civil case).

(2) Nixon v. Sirica, 487 F.2d 700 (D.C. Cir.
1973) (presumptive privilege for confidential
presidential conversations overcome by
showing a need for evidence by grand jury).

(3) Senate Select Committee v. Nixon, 498 F.2d
725 (D.C. Cir. 1974) (upholding presidential
claim of privilege because committee had
failed to demonstrate that sought-after in-
formation was ‘“‘critical’’ to its function, em-
phasizing that the committee’s investigation
substantially overlapped that of the House
impeachment committee which already has
access to the subject tapes).

(4) United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683 (1974)
(recognizing constitutional basis of a quali-
fied claim of privilege but holding that it
was outweighed by need of judiciary for the
information in a criminal prosecution).

(5) United States v. AT&T, 551 F.2d 384 (D.C.
Cir. 1976); 567 F.2d 121 (D.C. Cir. 1977 (court
twice declines to decide merits, ordering fur-
ther attempts at resolution by the parties).

(6) United States v. House of Representatives,
556 F. Supp. 150 (D.D.C. 1983) (dismissing suit
to enjoin certification to U.S. Attorney of
contempt of Congress citation).

(7) In re Sealed Case, 116 F.3d 550 (D.C. Cir.
1997) (holding that presidential communica-
tions privilege extended to communications
authored by or solicited and received by
presidential advisers which involved infor-
mation regarding governmental operations
that ultimately call for direct decision-
making by the President, but that the inde-
pendent counsel had overcome the privilege
by a demonstration that each discrete group
of subpoenaed materials likely contained im-
portant evidence, and that the evidence was
not available with due diligence elsewhere).
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D. History of and process for Presidential invo-
cations of privilege

(1) Early Confrontations

(a) Washington

(b) Adams

(c) Jefferson

(d) Jackson

(2) Expansion of the Privilege

(@) Truman

(b) Eisenhower

(3) Watergate and Post-Watergate Con-
frontations

(a) Nixon

i. Assertion of privilege at direction of
President by Attorney General Mitchell to
withhold FBI reports (1970)

ii. Assertion of privileges by Secretary of
State Roger at direction of President to
withhold information on military assistance
programs (1971)

iii. Claim of privilege asserted to prevent
White House advisor from testifying on IT&T
settlement during consideration of
Kleindienst nomination for Attorney Gen-
eral (1972)

iv. Claim of privilege as Watergate tapes
(1973)

(b) Ford and Carter

i. President Ford directed Secretary of
State Kissinger to withhold documents relat-
ing to State Department recommendations
to National Security Council to conduct cov-
ert activities (1975)

ii. President Carter directed Energy Sec-
retary Duncan to claim privilege for docu-
ments relating to development and imple-
mentation of a policy to impose a petroleum
import fees (1980)

(c) Reagan

i. James Watt/Canadian Land Leases (1981-
1982)

ii. Ann BurfordEPA Superfund Enforce-
ment (1982-1983)

William Rehnquist
Memos (1986)

(d) Bush

i. President Bush ordered Defense Sec-
retary Cheney not to comply with a sub-
poena for a document related to a sub-
committee’s investigation of cost overruns
in a Navy aircraft program (1991)

(e) Clinton

i. Kennedy Notes (1995) (executive privilege
initially raised but never formally asserted)

ii. White House Counsel Jack Quinn/
Travelgate (1996)

iili. FBI-DEA Drug Enforcement
(1996)

iv. Haiti/Political
ments (1996)

V. In re grand Jury Subpoena Duces Tecum,
112 F.3d 910 (8th Cir. 1997), cert denied, 117
S.Ct. 2482 (1997) (executive privilege claimed
and then withdrawn at district court. Appeal
court rejected applicability of common in-
terest doctrine to communications with
White House counsel’s office attorneys and
private attorneys for the First Lady)

vi. In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729 (D.C. Cir.
1997) (Espy case) (executive privilege as-
serted but overcome with respect to docu-
ments revealing false statements)

(4) The Process for Presidential
tions of Privilege

(a) Eisenhower—Broad authority given to
Executive Branch officers and employees to
claim presidential privilege in the face of
congressional information demands.

(b) Kennedy and Johnson—Informal agree-
ments with Congress that privilege would
only be invoked by the President himself.

(c) Nixon—Established first formal proce-
dure for invocation of privilege: agency head
advises Attorney General of potential claim.
If both agree on need to invoke privilege, the
Counsel to the President is informed. If
President approves, the agency head informs
Congress.

nomination/OLC

Memo

Assassinations Docu-

Invoca-
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(d) Reagan—Memorandum to all depart-
ment and agency heads of November 4, 1982.
No invocation without presidential author-
ization. Pinpoints national security, delib-
erative communications that form part of
the decisionmaking process, and other infor-
mation important to discharge of Executive
Branch constitutional responsibilities, as
subject to privilege. If the head of an agency,
with the advise of agency counsel, decides
that a substantial question is raised by a
congressional demand, the Attorney General,
through the Office of Legal Counsel, and the
White House Counsel’s Office, to be promptly
notified and consulted. If one or more of the
presidential advisors deemed the issue sub-
stantial, the President is informed and de-
cides and the decision is communicated to by
the agency head to the Congress.

(e) Clinton—Memorandum of September 28,
1994, from White House Counsel Lloyd Cutler
to all department and agency general coun-
sels modified the Reagan policy by requiring
the agency head to directly notify the White
House Counsel of any congressional request
for ‘“‘any document created in the White
House . . . or in a department or agency,
that contains deliberations of, or advice to
or from, the White House”’ which may raise
privilege issues. The White House Counsel is
to seek an accommodation and if that does
not succeed, he is to consult of the Attorney
General to determine whether to recommend
invocation of privilege to the President. The
President than determines whether to claim
privilege, which is then communicated to
the Congress by the White House Counsel.

111. IMPLICATIONS OF IN RE SEALED CASE FOR

CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATIONS

A. The court distinguished between a
“presidential communications privilege”
which is constitutionally based and applies
only to direct presidential decisionmaking
and which may be overcome by a substantial
showing that the subpoenaed materials con-
tain important evidence, and that the evi-
dence is not available elsewhere; and ‘‘the
deliberative process privilege,” which is a
common law privilege that applies to execu-
tive officials generally and whose negation
by courts or congressional committees is
subject to less demanding scrutiny, and ““dis-
appears altogether when there is any reason
to believe government misconduct oc-
curred.”

(1) Court’s limitation of communications
privilege to ‘‘direct presidential decision
making,”” and utilizing President’s need for
information to exercise his appointment and
removal power as its example in the deci-
sion, may indicated that only core presi-
dential powers are within the protection of
the privilege. thus decisions vested in an
agency by Congress, such as rulemaking, en-
vironmental policy, or procurement, which
do not implicate foreign affairs, military or
national security functions would not be
covered.

(2) Court’s recognition of the deliberative
process privilege as a common law privilege
when claimed by executive department and
agency official’s, which is easily overcome,
and which ‘“‘disappears’ upon the reasonable
belief by an investigating body that govern-
ment misconduct has occurred, may severely
limit the common law claims of agencies
against congressional investigative demands.
A demonstration of need of a jurisdictional
committee would appear to be sufficient, and
a plausible showing of fraud waste, abuse or
maladministration would be conclusive.
Moreover, the diminished status of common
law claims would certainly apply to others,
such as the attorney-client and work product
privileges.

(3) The In re Sealed Case Court’s intent was
to limit how afar down the chain of com-
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mand the cloak of the President’s commu-
nication privilege could extend. However,
the case involved only White House officers
and employees tasked (or sub-tasked) to ad-
vise the President about the Espy matter. It
did not involve department or agency offi-
cers or employees. The question left open is
whether, and how far, the privilege would ex-
tend if the President seeks the advice of a
cabinet member. If the rationale of the court
is in fact to limit the breath of the privilege,
then much will depend on how future courts
construe the term “‘direct presidential deci-
sionmaking.” If it is limited to so-called
‘“‘core” presidential prerogatives decisions
which Congress has committed by law solely
to the President. it will not serve to cloak
the assistance an agency head gets from his
subordinates if it involves a non-core func-
tion. Example: communications between the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
the White House with respect to the final
shape of its Clear Air Act rule. Environ-
mental rulemaking is committed by law to
the Administrator of EPA and thus there is
no ‘“‘direct” decisionmaking required by the
President.

(4) The In re Sealed Case court expressly re-
served the question whether the same bal-
ancing test (substantial showing that mate-
rials contain important evidence and evi-
dence is not available with due diligence
elsewhere) applied to determine if a grand
jury subpoena overcame privilege claim
would also apply to congressional compul-
sory process. It is significant, however, that
the court found that independent counsel
had met his burden and ordered production
of all withheld documents that contained
evidence of false statements.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

The gentleman has just brought up
President Reagan. Of course, everyone
knows he was my hero and what a
great President he was, and we can all
be so proud of what he accomplished on
a bipartisan basis, working with a
Democrat-controlled Congress and
vetoing fewer bills than any other
President | remember, because he
taught me and others the art of com-
promise, the fact you could not have it
all your own way and that to accom-
plish something you had to work to-
gether. That was Ronald Reagan.

Here is a letter that appeared on May
4, 1998 in the Washington Post, a letter
to the editor.

PRESIDENT REAGAN DID NOT INVOKE
EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE

In the April 5 Outlook section, Stephen E.
Ambrose wrote that in the Iran-contra case
the Reagan administration ‘‘dared” to with-
hold evidence from congressional commit-
tees and/or a special prosecutor and to in-
voke the doctrine of executive privilege. His
statement is wrong.

In November 1986, when the Reagan White
House voluntarily disclosed the so-called di-
version of funds from the Iranian arms sales
to support the Nicaraguan Democratic Re-
sistance, President Reagan called for the ap-
pointment of an independent counsel,
pledged cooperation with the independent
counsel and congressional committees, and
stated that he would not assert the attorney-
client privilege and executive privilege with
respect to the Iran-contra matter. The
Reagan White House honored that pledge.

The only controversy | recall, as White
House counsel from March 1987 through the
end of the Reagan administration, was that
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the White House initially rejected sugges-
tions that the select committees be provided
a ‘“‘computer dump’ of all electronic mail
generated by certain former senior National
Security Council officials, whether or not
the electronic messages were relevant to the
investigation. The committees’ computer
consultant believed that such a ‘“‘dump”’
might retrieve electronic mail previously de-
leted. That controversy was resolved by the
Reagan White House’s directing its computer
consultant to create a program to retrieve
any deleted electronic mail generated by
those NSC officials. The relevant material
produced by that search was produced to
Congress and to the independent counsel.

I also am unaware of any serious sugges-
tion that the Reagan White House ‘‘dared”
to withhold evidence from congressional
committees or the independent counsel.
When, during the 1989 criminal trial of Oliver
North, seven documents were introduced
that allegedly had not been produced in 1987
to the congressional committees, this matter
was investigated by both Congress and the
independent counsel. The simple expla-
nations were human error (one NSC file with
three relevant documents inadvertently was
not searched in 1987, and three other docu-
ments apparently were overlooked by FBI
agents working for the independent counsel
who searched hundreds of sensitive NSC
files), confusion (the White House had a
signed receipt for one document that Con-
gress could not find two years later) and new
searches had yielded new material (Mr.
North obtained discovery of executive
branch documents broader in scope than that
agreed to by Congress and the independent
counsel which required White House files to
be searched yet again after the congressional
investigation had ended).

The far more important points are (1) that
the Reagan White House never asserted exec-
utive privilege and voluntarily produced to
Congress and to the independent counsel
many documents that were far more inter-
esting and potentially damaging to Presi-
dent Reagan than the seven documents in-
troduced at the North trial and (2) that none
of those seven documents challenged the
president’s repeated assertion that he was
unaware of the diversion of funds from the
Iranian arms sales to the Nicaraguan Demo-
cratic Resistance.

ARTHUR B. CULVAHOUSE, Jr.,
Alexandria.
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“President Reagan did not invoke ex-
ecutive privilege.”” Goes on to site that,
“In November of 1986, when the Reagan
White House voluntarily disclosed the
so-called diversions of funds from the
Iranian arms sales to support the Nica-
raguan democratic resistance,” which
by the way we should have been sup-
porting because we stopped com-
munism dead in its tracks in this hemi-
sphere, “‘to support the Nicaraguan
democratic resistance, President
Reagan called for the appointment of
an independent counsel himself,
pledged cooperation with the independ-
ent counsel and congressional commit-
tees, and stated that he would not as-
sert the attorney-client privilege and
executive privilege with respect to the
Iran Contra,” and | will supply that,
Mr. Speaker, for the RECORD.

The gentleman has gone on at length
to say that he does not know what we
are after. Well, let me tell the gen-
tleman that what we are after, and



May 21, 1998

first of all, let us say who we are, we
are the American people, the American
people want the truth. The bill he is re-
ferring to, the executive privilege bill,
let me just go back and repeat some-
thing | said in my opening remarks.

Lloyd N. Cutler, who was special
counsel to President Carter, and one of
the most respected lawyers in this
town, in a memorandum to the general
counsels in 1994 of all executive depart-
ments and agencies wrote, “‘In cir-
cumstances involving communications
relating to investigations of personal
wrongdoing by government officials, it
is our practice not to assert executive
privilege either in judicial proceedings
or in congressional investigations and
hearings.”

Now, that is one of the whereas’s.
Look at the next whereas. It says,
“Whereas President Clinton is the first
President since President Nixon and
the second in the history of the United
States to withhold information under
claims of executive privilege,” and it
goes on.

Now, the gentleman has said he is
not sure what we are after. Let me just
read what we are after in the resolve of
this legislation. It says: ‘‘Resolved,
that it is the sense of this Congress.”
And the gentleman is right, it is only a
sense of Congress. Perhaps we should
bring something that has more teeth to
it, but this is a sense of Congress,
meaning this is how this Congress
feels.

“It is the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that in the interest of full
disclosure, consistent with principles
of openness in government operations,
all records or documents, including
legal memoranda, briefs and motions
relating to any claims of executive
privilege asserted by the President,
should be immediately made publicly
available.”

Now, my good friend the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) is
saying we cannot do that, that the
President has the right to keep that
closed. Yes, he does. But is he not the
President of the United States of
America? What has he to hide? Why
can he not just come out here, come
into this well, as a matter of fact, and
tell the American people? Instead, all
he says is, well, there is no evidence.
He did not say he did not do this or he
did not do that. He simply says there is
no evidence that I did this or that.

So | do not know if we should get
into this until we really get into the
debate on the resolution, but the truth
of the matter is we should bring this to
the floor, and we should have an intel-
ligent, honest and sincere debate, with-
out getting upset with each other
about getting the truth out on this
issue.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas, the majority whip
and sponsor of the executive privilege
legislation.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the chairman yielding, and | ran
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up here to answer the question why we
are doing this.

In my mind, and from my perspec-
tive, because | have one of the resolu-
tions in this rule, the reason we are
doing this is this has been 4%, almost 5
years; 4%, almost 5 years of the Amer-
ican people not being able to get to the
truth. And the reason they have not
been able to get to the truth is that the
President of the United States has used
executive privilege. He has hidden be-
hind his lawyers, he has hidden behind
the courts, he has hidden behind hiding
documents, documents are slow to
come, they are redacted when they
come, time and time again.

We know what the strategy here is,
and the strategy is to get past the next
election. And now we find, if we look at
what has happened in the other body
and what has happened in this body,
some in the party on the other side of
the aisle are participating in this proc-
ess of dragging their feet, using proce-
dures to hide behind, to make sure that
the American people do not get to the
truth.

It is time. It is about time that this
House starts debating and looking at
what has been going on for 4% years,
and that is the reason that we brought
this rule to the floor, and that is the
reason that | want to present my reso-
lution to the body.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, |
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume,
and | thank my dear friend, the major-
ity whip, for the explanation, but all |
am doing is restating what appeared in
Roll Call that said the Republicans
said this was retaliation for the House
Democrats’ action on the floor and this
is war.

Now, my dear friend from New York,
and he is my dear friend, brought up
President Reagan first. | did not bring
him up. And he may quote from the
Washington Post saying that President
Reagan never exerted executive privi-
lege, but | think the Congressional Re-
search Service, who did the study on it,
is much more authority than The
Washington Post, and it cites three
separate and distinct times that the
President exerted executive privilege.

And | say this because | know the
gentleman from New York reveres
President Reagan as an idol. And | just
wanted to show him that if President
Reagan thought it was proper to use
executive privilege, then other Presi-
dents probably followed his role.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
congratulate my Republican colleagues
on the speed with which they have
brought these two resolutions to the
floor of the House. Clearly, investiga-
tions of wrongdoing are serious mat-
ters and ones which this House ought
to consider, to be very serious about,
to debate thoroughly, and no one ques-
tions that. No one questions that in

re-
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this body because it, in fact, is our re-
sponsibility as public officials.

Let me just mention to my col-
leagues that there are a number of
issues, serious issues, which the Repub-
lican leadership in this House has
stalled on, refused to bring to this
floor. Now, as we are prepared to re-
cess, to go off for the Memorial Day
holiday, and we will leave here tomor-
row afternoon, | join with the Amer-
ican people, with Americans across this
country in wondering and conjecturing
why this House has not addressed and
voted on the critical issue of campaign
finance reform.

The chairman of the Committee on
Rules has cited various transgressions
of campaign financing. If that is the
case, why does this body not have the
time to vote to fix up a broken-down
campaign finance system? If we are
genuine about wanting to reform that
system and to prevent transgressions,
then we would be voting on that issue
today.

Why does the Republican leadership
not bring up the Patient Bill of Rights
to this floor with equal speed? Millions
of Americans are crying out for protec-
tion from unscrupulous health insur-
ance companies, and every single day
patients are denied, they are denied,
the information and the health care
that they have paid their insurance
companies to give out to them.

What the American people support is
congressional action to protect the
doctor’s ability to make medical deci-
sions along with patients without in-
terference from insurance companies,
bureaucrats and accountants. Why has
that bill not been brought to this
House when there is tremendous bipar-
tisan support for that legislation in
this body? That is what we should be
voting on today.

We have other health issues to de-
bate. My Breast Cancer Patient Protec-
tion Act has 218 votes, enough to pass
this House. This would say that women
cannot be treated as outpatients for a
mastectomy. Women today in this
country are going home less than 24
hours after a mastectomy, with drain-
age tubes, groggy from anesthesia. We
have the votes in this House to pass
that bill, and they refuse to allow it to
be brought to the floor. That is what
we should be passing today in this
body.

Why are we not doing something
about child care legislation so that
working families today will have the
opportunity to go to work but to feel
that they have affordable, safe child
care in which their kids can thrive and
be ready for the future?

Why have we not done anything
about education and passing a mod-
ernization bill that says that what we
are going to do is to make class sizes
smaller; have better and tougher stand-
ards? Why can we not have education
legislation in this House that, in fact,
says let us reduce the size of our class-
es? Let us make it a better atmos-
phere, with tougher standards for more
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opportunity and a better environment
for our kids to learn? That is what we
should be debating in this House today.
That is what we should be passing on.
That is what parents are concerned
about, and rightly so.

And, in fact, why are we not debating
in this House tobacco legislation? They
are doing that in the other body today.
Why do we not want to prevent under-
age kids from being able to smoke and
a tobacco industry that has targeted 12
years old? An R. J. Reynolds report in
1984 says that 12 years old are replace-
ment smokers. They are the new reve-
nue stream.

Three thousand of our kids take up
smoking every single day; 1,000 of them
will die from a tobacco-related illness.
That is what this body ought to be de-
bating, is how we prevent our children
from smoking and how we prevent the
tobacco industry from targeting our
young people. That is what our obliga-
tion is. That is what our responsibility
is.

But this House is too busy. This
House is too busy to consider all of this
legislation. Let me just say that these
resolutions have been brought up in an
instant. That is the prerogative of the
majority in this body, to bring up leg-
islation, to schedule it, to get it
passed. The majority in this body has
decided to bring up an investigation.

And we should investigate. Again, |
said at the outset no one questions our
need to investigate. But the American
people are crying out for a Congress,
for a House of Representatives that
says do something about my living
standard, do something about my abil-
ity to get my kids to school, do some-
thing about my health insurance and
my retirement security, do something
about preventing my kids from using
tobacco and illness and potentially
death. That is what our obligation is
here today. We should take it seriously
and be true public servants.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume,
and 1 will try to expedite matters, be-
cause | know there are some church
services that are going to be starting
soon.

Before yielding time to the majority
whip, | would like to say that | wish
the same people who come to this floor
and criticize tobacco would at the same
time take this floor in outrage, in out-
rage, over the illegal use of marijuana
and other drugs that are literally Kill-
ing, Killing our young children today.
Think about that, folks, because that
is ten times more important than to-
bacco.

The gentlewoman from Connecticut
just spoke about campaign finance
transgressions that we are bringing up,
and, yes, we are bringing it up. We will
be debating today campaign finance re-
form on this floor and for several days
to come, and it will be the fairest and
most comprehensive debate ever held
on this floor on campaign finance re-
form or probably anything else. But be-
fore we start debating on campaign fi-
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nance reform, we want to find out why
existing campaign laws have been
criminally broken.

Should we not wonder why these ex-
isting laws have been broken? That is
what this debate is all about today.

Mr. Speaker, | yield what time he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, let me just
say, in evaluating what we just wit-
nessed from the gentlewoman from
Connecticut, that | appreciate her pas-
sion for the issues that she thinks are
important that we should bring to the
floor.
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And we will carry out our obliga-
tions. Our committees are working.
They are putting out legislation. We
marked up a budget just this week. We
will have the budget on the floor in a
couple of weeks. Our appropriations
process is working. The House is doing
the people’s business.

But what we are seeing by what we
just witnessed was an effort, a con-
certed effort, by Democrats of this
House to change the subject. They do
not want to talk about this subject.
They will do anything to change the
subject. They are very upset that we
are bringing this to the floor and say-
ing, what is the reason for bringing
this to the floor?

| say to my good friend, and | do have
the utmost respect for the ranking
member of the Committee on Rules,
that when he cited that President
Reagan invoked executive privilege
three times, he is right, but mostly for
national security reasons. But what he
did not invoke executive privilege for
was to withhold information under
claims of executive privilege from a
grand jury investigating allegations of
personal wrongdoing and possible
crimes in the White House. That is
what we are talking about here.

Another reason we want to bring this
resolution to the floor, and | hope
Members will vote for the rule, is that
the President is hiding behind the
courts, as | said earlier, and he knows
very well that the courts are not going
to uphold his claim of executive privi-
lege to withhold information of per-
sonal wrongdoing. But if he engages in
enough appeals process, we might get
past November’s election and he will
think he will be home free because he
will have only 2 years left of his term.

But we want the next court that
hears the appeal of the President’s ex-
ecutive privilege claim to know how
the people’s House feel about executive
privilege, and that is the reason I am
bringing my resolution.

The next court could be the Court of
Appeals or the Supreme Court. But
they ought to know how the people’s
House feels about a President that in-
vokes executive privilege for himself,
the First Lady and his staff in order to
withhold information from a grand
jury investigating allegations of per-
sonal wrongdoing and possible crimes
in the White House.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I would say to my good friend, there
are church services starting. We need
to determine whether or not there is
going to be a vote. So | will not enter-
tain any other speakers besides myself
to briefly close, if the gentleman would
like to yield back his time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
make one statement.

My dear friend, the Majority Whip,
said that President Reagan used execu-
tive privilege because of national de-
fense things. Well, the three occasions
I have, and maybe the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) has others, but one
time he used it because of James
Watts’ connection with the Canadian
land leases, which is not national de-
fense. Another one was with superfund
enforcement, which was not national
security. And the other one was with
the William Rehnquist nomination.

Maybe he did use some other na-
tional security, but these were the
three | was referring to.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of the time.

Let me again just say that the rule
we are debating here will bring to the
floor in a few minutes the DelLay reso-
lution, which urges the President to
immediately make public any claims of
executive privilege and documentation
or records pertaining to them so that
the American people can know.

My own resolution will follow that,
which urges the President that he
should use all legal means to compel
all people who left the country or have
taken the fifth, many of them are his
associates or friends or friends of
friends, to return to this country and
to honestly come forth and let the
American people know what is going
on.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SENSE OF HOUSE CONCERNING
PRESIDENT’S ASSERTIONS OF
EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House resolution 436, 1 call up the
resolution (H. Res. 432) expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives
concerning the President’s assertions
of executive order, and | ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of House Resolution 432 is as
follows:

H. RES 432

Whereas a unanimous Supreme Court held
in United States v. Nixon that ‘‘[a]bsent a
claim of need to protect military, diplo-
matic, or sensitive national security secrets,



May 21, 1998

we find it difficult to accept the argument
that even the very important interest in con-
fidentiality of Presidential communications
is significantly diminished by production of
such material’ that is essential to the en-
forcement of criminal statutes (418 U.S. 683,
706 (1974));

Whereas during the Watergate investiga-
tion, the Supreme Court unanimously held
in United States v. Nixon that the judicial
need for the tapes of President Nixon ‘‘shown
by a demonstrated, specific need for evidence
in a pending criminal trial”” outweighed the
President’s ‘‘generalized interest in con-
fidentiality. . .”” (418 U.S. 683, 713 (1974));

Whereas the Supreme Court further held in
United States v. Nixon that ‘“‘neither the
doctrine of separation of powers, nor the
need for confidentiality of high-level com-
munications, without more, can sustain an
absolute, unqualified Presidential privilege
of immunity from judicial process under all
circumstances’ (418 U.S. 683, 706 (1974));

Whereas executive privilege is qualified,
not absolute, and should ‘‘never serve as a
means of shielding information regarding
governmental operations that do not call ul-
timately for direct decisionmaking by the
President” (In re Sealed Case, 116 F.3d 550
(D.C. Cir. 1997), reissued in unredacted form,
121 F.3d 729, 752 (D.C. Cir. 1997));

Whereas on September 28, 1994, Special
Counsel to the President Lloyd N. Cutler, in
a memorandum to the general counsels of all
executive departments and agencies, wrote,
“[iln circumstances involving communica-
tions relating to investigations of personal
wrongdoing by Government officials, it is
our practice not to assert executive privi-
lege, either in judicial proceedings or in con-
gressional investigations and hearings’’;

Whereas President Clinton is the first
President since President Nixon (and the sec-
ond in the history of the United States) to
withhold information, under claims of execu-
tive privilege, from a grand jury investigat-
ing allegations of personal wrongdoing and
possible crimes in the White House;

Whereas the President’s assertions of exec-
utive privilege have recently been denied by
a United States district court;

Whereas in January 1998, President Clinton
said that the ‘“American people have a right
to get answers’” regarding certain matters
being investigated by the Office of the Inde-
pendent Counsel;

Whereas President Clinton has promised to
give ‘‘as many answers as we can, as soon as
we can, at the appropriate time, consistent
with our obligation to also cooperate with
the investigations’; and

Whereas the people of the United States
and their duly elected representatives have a
right to judge for themselves the merits or
demerits of the President’s claim of execu-
tive privilege: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that, in the interests of
full disclosure consistent with principles of
openness in governmental operations, all
records or documents (including legal memo-
randa, briefs, and motions) relating to any
claims of executive privilege asserted by the
President should be immediately made pub-
licly available.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 436, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and a
Member opposed each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY).

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | want to personally
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
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DELAY) for introducing this resolution.
The resolution is very simple. It simply
says that all documentation related to
the White House claims of executive
privilege should be made public.

Mr. Speaker, this is a serious debate.
It is a serious discussion. And really
what we are trying to sort out here
needs to be focused on for just one mo-
ment.

There is, despite all of the
stonewalling, despite all of the tardi-
ness, slowness, failed memories, inabil-
ity to find people, secrecy, there is
ample evidence that one can read in
the Nation’s press, and there has been
for some time ample evidence, even as
it relates to millions of dollars of re-
turned campaign contributions after
the last election that were admittedly
returned because they were subsequent
to the elections discovered to have
been illegal contributions.

So that everybody in America must
deal with a very serious question. And
really we have two questions, one com-
ing mostly from this side of the aisle,
one coming from the other side of the
aisle. We are saying that, given that
people in highly elected office and posi-
tions of public trust must be honest
and honorable beyond any shadow of a
doubt and the interest of the security,
national and domestic, of this Nation,
that it is the Congress’ responsibility
to find out the truth about illegal ac-
tivities, violations of law by people
that are, in fact, in these highest posi-
tions of trust.

The other side of the aisle, as we just
heard just a moment ago, is arguing
that there is some possibility that the
system might have corrupted some
people and, therefore, we must change
the system and they are arguing that
the more important and more imme-
diate business is to get on with chang-
ing the system.

I want to make a point here, Mr.
Speaker, and | want to make it as em-
phatically as | can. When dealing with
the choice of how do we prioritize the
actions by the Congress of the United
States relative to, one, the question of
discerning the truth about the honesty,
honor and integrity of people in highly
elected offices, especially with respect
to the manner in which they have ac-
quired those offices; or, two, changing
the rules of protocol and law that gov-
ern the financing of campaigns, that
the latter must be clearly understood
to be the matter of lesser priority.

Stated another way, if this Congress
is incapable of recognizing, if the press
is incapable of recognizing, if the
American people are incapable of rec-
ognizing, and if the White House is in-
capable of recognizing that all matters
of doubt regarding the honesty, the in-
tegrity, the legality of people in the
highest elected offices of this land is a
matter of crucial and utmost concern
that must be given priority over the
manners in which the laws are written,
that they will therefore then, having
not addressed, as my colleagues equal-
ly feel, to continue violating as they
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violated the previous laws, then surely
we are lost.

There are serious questions related
to the movement of money in cam-
paigns, and no doubt we will address
those in due time. But there can be no
question of money that can be allowed
to take precedence over questions of
honesty, integrity, fidelity, duty and
honor in those people that we would
trust with dominion over the lives of
our children’s future.

Mr. Speaker, | yield the remainder of
the time to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY); and | ask unanimous con-
sent that he be able to yield time as he
sees fit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) claim the 30 minutes in opposi-
tion?

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, Mr. Speaker, |
do.

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, this is a
bit of an amazing short-sightedness on
the part of Republican leadership in ad-
vancing the incredibly partisan resolu-
tions like the one being sponsored by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY)
which, if actually passed, might do
lasting damage to the institution of
the presidency.

This resolution, if | read it correctly,
seeks to have the President divulge all
records and documents relating to any
assertion of executive privilege to
where? The Congress? To the press? To
the public?

The administration has already
joined with news organizations in seek-
ing to make public both the legal pa-
pers filed by his lawyers and the
judge’s decisions concerning executive
privilege. Questions about sealing such
proceedings and preventing public ac-
cess is, my colleagues, a question for
the courts. It is one that our judicial
system decides by hearings and care-
fully balancing the competing inter-
ests.

Never in the history of the Congress
has the Congress said we ought to take
that over and ask you, Mr. President,
to just cooperate with us.

This is a meaningless resolution. The
administration cannot do anything
about this. These questions are court
questions, questions already residing in
the judiciary for determination. And if
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY)
were concerned about this issue, in-
stead of attempting to politicize it,
this resolution would be directed to the
courts, not to ourselves or to the Presi-
dent of the United States.

But in reading it, it goes further and
demands that all documents concern-
ing the invocations of executive privi-
lege now be made public. Why, this
goes beyond Kenneth Starr and the
independent counsel.
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Just who do we think we are? If the
demands are to be taken seriously,
that would include confidential rec-
ommendations from the President’s
closest advisors. There is no question
that these kinds of recommendations
deserve confidential treatment.

The supporters of this resolution,
like my friend the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON),
have a hard time recognizing what
should and what should not be released
to the public.
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Any President of either party is enti-
tled to confidential advice concerning
the invocation of executive privilege.
Elementary. The Reagan administra-
tion invoked executive privilege quite
frequently. The Bush administration
withheld documents and witnesses
from congressional committees on nu-
merous occasions based on concerns
about executive privilege.

Republicans have never sought to
pierce the confidentiality of the advice
given to those Presidents, and | am
afraid that they only seek to do so now
because of their partisan intent to dis-
credit the President of the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self as much time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is very serious
business. As | said weeks ago, and |
wish my voice was clearer so that the
American people would hear from me
in a very clear way, | think this is very
serious business. This is not partisan
politics.

The gentleman says, Mr. Speaker,
that we are attempting to inflict last-
ing damage to the institution of the
Presidency. We think this President
has already inflicted that damage on
the office of the Presidency by claim-
ing executive privilege to cover up in-
formation of a personal wrongdoing or
possible crimes in the White House, by
stonewalling the American people
when, on the one hand, months ago, the
President said, “‘I will tell the Amer-
ican people the truth in a very expedi-
tious manner, in a timely manner”,
and yet has hid behind lawyers and
courts and attack dogs.

I think this is very serious. | rise
today because | believe the American
people have a right to know the truth.
That is what this is all about. The
American people have a right to know
the truth.

Mr. Speaker, the list is very long and
far from distinguished: Whitewater; the
Travel Office Affair; the collection of
classified FBI files; foreign campaign
contributions to the DNC, the Demo-
cratic National Committee; Webster
Hubbell; the appointment of numerous
Independent Counsels to investigate
Cabinet members; the transfer of sen-
sitive missile technology to the Com-
munist Chinese.

Do the American people know the
full truth about what happened in even
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one of these scandals after 4V years?
The answer, as we all too well know, is
a resounding no.

The lengths to which this adminis-
tration has gone to hide from the light
of day are breathtaking. Sadly, con-
gressional Democrats have lent the ad-
ministration a helping hand every mis-
guided step of the way. They have
made sure that every hearing, every in-
vestigation is met with a coordinated
campaign of misinformation and
stonewalling.

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BURTON), chairman; the gentleman
from lowa (Mr. LEACH), chairman; the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
CLINGER), chairman; Chairman Senator
THOMPSON, Chairman Senator
D’AMATO, Special Counsel Starr, FBI
Director Freeh, each has been the vic-
tim of relentless personal attacks and
slander from this administration, the
administration’s hit men and Demo-
crats from Congress.

Why? Because the one thing the
Democrats fear the most is that the
American people will find out the
truth. They will go to any length to
stop that from happening. The only
strategy left to them is to draw these
investigations out as long as possible
so that they will never have to answer
these questions or any questions. The
only people President Clinton and the
Democrats have to blame for these in-
vestigations are themselves.

The Democrats have chosen a new
tool, executive privilege. Mr. Speaker,
executive privilege is an essential con-
stitutional safeguard in my mind. It is
vital to the protection of our national
security. Almost every President since
George Washington has made use of ex-
ecutive privilege in one way or an-
other.

But this administration is the first
since President Nixon and only the sec-
ond in the history of our country, only
the second presidency in the history of
our country to withhold information
under claims of executive privilege
from a Grand Jury investigating alle-
gations of personal wrongdoing and
possible crimes in the White House.

President Clinton is obliged to claim
executive privilege if he is doing so to
protect national security. But Presi-
dent Clinton has repeatedly claimed
executive privilege to shield himself,
the First Lady, and some of his aides
from testifying in a criminal investiga-
tion.

Nearly 25 years ago, in the United
States versus Nixon, the Supreme
Court wrote about President Nixon’s
use of executive privilege under similar
circumstances. | quote:

To read the constitutional powers of the
President as providing an absolute privilege
against subpoena essential to enforcement of
criminal statutes on no more than a general-
ized claim of the public interests and con-
fidentiality of nonmilitary and nondiplo-
matic discussions would upset the constitu-
tional balance of a workable government.

The Supreme Court. The Supreme
Court could not have been more clear.
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Executive privilege may be used only
to protect national security, not to
shield information in a criminal pro-
ceeding.

Less than 4 years ago, the President’s
own special counsel, Lloyd Cutler, had
this to say, and | quote:

In circumstances involving communica-
tions relating to investigations of personal
wrongdoing by government officials, it is our
practice not to assert executive privilege, ei-
ther in judicial proceedings or in congres-
sional investigations and hearings.

That is President Clinton’s own Spe-
cial Counsel that wrote that.

The New York Times, a surprising
new member of the right-wing partisan
conspiracy, had this to say about the
President’s use of executive privilege:

To invoke that privilege in a broad and
self-serving way, as the Clinton White House
has done to shield itself from Kenneth
Starr’s inquiry, is to abuse it.

But this White House is not easily embar-
rassed. It has tried to invoke the hallowed
attorney/client privilege even when attor-
neys are servants of the public, not the
President’s private lawyers.

All this legal inventiveness carries the im-
plicit assertion that Mr. Clinton is somehow
above the law and thus raises the kind of
constitutional questions that ought to be ex-
posed to public debate.

The New York Times.

Mr. Speaker, that is all we are asking
here today, that the President be hon-
est with the American people about his
use of executive privilege. Like the
American people, | want to believe
President Clinton. But what are rea-
sonable people to believe when the
President will not even level with
them?

We are not asking that the President
tell us the substance of private con-
versations with his lawyers, although
that would be nice. No, we are simply
asking the President to be honest with
the American people, with the people
of the United States. Just be honest.
Just be honest.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my friends and
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
to support this resolution and send a
message to the Appeals Court. | urge
you to go to the President and tell
him, tell the American people what
you are doing. It is so simple. If you
have nothing to hide, come clean.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. SKAGGS).

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for the time.

Mr. Speaker, | do not question the
sincerity of the motives of the gen-
tleman who just spoke and the reasons
behind his drafting and offering of this
resolution.

If 1 could have the gentleman’s atten-
tion, | would appreciate it.

I just wanted to engage the gen-
tleman in a discussion of what seems
to me to be a troubling set of implica-
tions from the way the ‘“‘Resolved”
clause in the gentleman’s resolution
has been prepared.



May 21, 1998

| do not want to misread it; and if |
am, | would like to be corrected. If |
am not, | think we have a very serious
problem on our hands. The ‘“Resolved”’
clause speaks to “‘all records or docu-
ments relating to any claims of execu-
tive privilege” and that they should be
immediately made public.

I do not know the full scope of docu-
ments and materials that would be cov-
ered by this language. It seems to me
entirely possible that they would ex-
tend to matters that had legitimate
national security or classification con-
straints imposed upon them.

I understand the gentleman’s concern
that we do not want that to be used as
a way of manipulating information,
but let us stipulate for the moment
that we could be embracing with this
language some real national security
information that is at least tangen-
tially implicated in these assertions of
executive privilege.

I hope it is not the gentleman’s in-
tention to suggest that that, willy-
nilly, should be made public, but that
is what that language implies.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. It is a
very good question, and | appreciate
the gentleman asking it.

First, let me answer it by saying this
is a sense of Congress. This is not a
binding law. This is expressing how the
House feels about what the President
has done in the executive privilege.
That is number one.

Number two is, of course, we are not
saying, reveal all documents, espe-
cially those documents that may un-
dermine the national security of this
country. There is precedent that would
allow the President to claim executive
privilege based upon national security.
But we all know what the intent is
here. We are not stopping the President
from revealing the truth to the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | appreciate the gentle-
man’s answer. Whether this is sense of
Congress or law, it seems to me we
should be careful in its drafting and in
its consequences.

I am afraid that the gentleman, in
his sweeping desire to get at every-
thing, has made no provision for what
needs to be dealt with here in the even-
tuality that real national security in-
formation is covered by this language.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. Members have imposed
a rule that prohibits amendments. We
might be able to address this were it
not for that constraint.

Mr. Speaker, | am glad to vyield
again.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, the courts
would not allow us to impose upon the
President, even if this was a statute,
impose upon the President the reveal-
ing of documents that would under-
mine national security. The gentleman
is trying to change the subject. The
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subject is that, if the President wanted
to reveal the truth to the American
people, he could do so, and we want to
send a message to the courts that are
taking his appeal.

I am not trying to change the subject
at all. I believe that when we are deal-
ing with something as nuanced and
delicate and as important as this inter-
relationship between the executive
branch and the legitimate investiga-
tive responsibilities of the legislative
branch, we ought to proceed with due
care.

This seems to me to be, in its expan-
siveness, a little bit glib in the way it
deals with a very, very important mat-
ter, and | think that the Members
should take that seriously and not just
dispense with it, because we know, of
course, what this is really about.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SOLOMON), the chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the pre-
vious speaker is a very close friend of
mine. He is going to be retiring. He is
a former Marine. So, naturally, | have
great respect for him.

But he has a real disadvantage stand-
ing up here today because he is a law-
yer. Sometimes lawyers get tied up in
nitpicking things, and they do not look
at it from a sincere point of view; not
that he is not sincere, because he is,
but sometimes because of their edu-
cation in law, he is sort of misled.

I am glad to say | am not a lawyer.
Having said that, | want the gentleman
to look at it the way Joe Six-pack, the
way my American constituents look at
it from the Hudson Valley.
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I think I do not want to know about
all this nitpicking stuff. They wanted
to know this. Read page 3 of the bill. It
says, ‘“Whereas, in January 1998, Presi-
dent Clinton said,” and this is a quote
now of the President, ‘““the American
people have a right to get answers’’ re-
garding matters being investigated.
That is the end of his quote.

Mr. Speaker, instead of openly an-
swering the questions to Members of
Congress, but more than that, to mem-
bers of the press, who are out there try-
ing to get the information for the pub-
lic, he simply says time and time
again, there is no evidence of that. He
does not deny it, he says there is no
evidence of that.

Well, we do not have to worry about
that part of the resolve clause, about
whether there are documents there
dealing with national security. The
gentleman knows, nobody stands up
here more for national security than |
do. I am blocking an encryption bill
that would expose our ability to track
terrorism, communists and people that
would bring down this government. So
do not come over here and say we have
a question about national security.
There is no evidence of that. We want
the President to come forward and give
the answers. | salute the gentleman.
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Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | am not
questioning the gentleman’s sincerity
about taking national security issues
seriously. Far be it from that. Con-
trary to what the gentleman is sug-
gesting, | think we should adhere to
and aspire to a particularly high stand-
ard of precision in the work of this
body and not just say hey, ‘“Joe six-
pack knows what we are talking about,
don’t not sweat the small stuff.” |
think we are here to pick some nits
and make sure we are doing careful
work.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | thank the gen-
tleman, and | would say the American
people want the answers. Mr. Presi-
dent, come forth and give them to
them. He is capable of doing that. He
can do that.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may use.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to begin by
telling the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules that | am very
glad he is not a lawyer too, so we are
in total agreement on that; but not
being a lawyer, he may have some
handicap in reading the decisions of
the United States Supreme Court.
Some of them you do not have to be a
lawyer to understand.

The Supreme Court has said in the
Nixon case, and | underline the
“Nixon’’ case, how executive privilege
should be asserted. It would be impor-
tant for the proponents of this resolu-
tion to have studied that case. The pro-
ponent is proudly, | presume, not a
lawyer as well.

It said in that decision that the
courts, not the Congress, determine the
question of whether an executive privi-
lege can be asserted. So the gentleman
from Texas either does not appreciate
the decision that exists as current
guidance on the subject, or perhaps it
has not been brought to his attention
that we cannot tell the court how it
should handle itself.

I guess we can advise the President
that he should release all records or
documents, including legal memo-
randa, briefs and motions relating to
any claims of executive privilege as-
serted by the President, and it should
be made publicly available. Well, this
is already in the courts.

There is not one word, with all re-
spect to the patriotism of the gentle-
men on that side of the aisle, about
documents dealing with national secu-
rity matters being excluded. Not a
word.

| think what the gentleman from Col-
orado was pointing out was that if you
really mean this, and, as the gen-
tleman from Texas has said twice, this
is a serious matter, you had better
change this to make everyone under-
stand that, of course, defense matters,
secret matters, secrecy of documents,
are not included. We should just under-
stand that.
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Well, I do not think we can just un-
derstand that, | would say to the gen-
tlemen from the other side, whether
you are lawyers or not lawyers, or
whatever it is you might be. This is a
flawed resolution, assuming you want
to do what you said. You want to give
the President some free advice. ‘““Give
us everything you have got on execu-
tive privilege,” which is already in the
courts.

I do not think that the system is
ready to work that way. Never in the
history of the Congress have we ever
had such a resolution put forward with
reference to the President of the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio

(Mr. BOEHNER), the distinguished
Chairman of the Republican Con-
ference.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have entrusted the President of the
United States with many exclusive
privileges not available to the average
person. Because of the travel demands
that he bears as the leader of the free
world, he has got the privilege of trav-
eling across the world on Air Force
One; because of his need for constant
security as the leader of our govern-
ment, he has the privilege of round-
the-clock protection from the Secret
Service, even after he leaves office; and
because of the need for national secu-
rity, he is entrusted with a special
privilege, probably more sacred than
any of these, and that is executive
privilege.

Let us be perfectly clear, Mr. Speak-
er. The President has the right to
claim executive privilege in matters of
national security. But no one has the
privilege of being above the law; not
Members of this House, not Members of
the other body, not even the Chief Ex-
ecutive of the United States of Amer-
ica. But it seems that this important
privilege is being used to block the
people’s right to know on a much
broader range of issues.

Mr. Speaker, | think there is a pat-
tern developing in the Executive
Branch. While reassuring the public
that they are anxious to get to the
truth, certain officials have consist-
ently stood in the way of legitimate
legal inquiries into activities of our
government at the White House.

Just yesterday, in fact, a White
House spokesman bluntly claimed that
the administration has fully cooper-
ated with Congressional questions
about these very troubling technology
transfers to China. It was a reassuring
thing to hear, but it just was not true.

Congressional leaders from the Com-
mittee on National Security and from
the Committee on International Rela-
tions have written the Secretary of De-
fense, the Secretary of State and the
Director of the U.S. Arms Control
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Agency, and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Intelligence wrote to the
Secretary of Defense as well. Our Com-
mittee on Science, both Democrats and
Republicans, have raised the issue of
China with NASA. Even a letter sent to
the President by the Speaker and the
Majority Leader of the Senate has fall-
en on defense ears. To date, all of these
requests have been met with either si-
lence or reassurance. But all requests
for information have been denied.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the stone-
wall tactics to end and the cooperating
to begin. Whether it is stalling on basic
requests for information or invoking
executive privilege, the result is the
same; the American people are denied
the right to know what is going on in-
side their White House. In the end, Mr.
Speaker, this is what this fight is
about, the American people’s right to
know what happens in their govern-
ment.

This government does not belong to
politicians in Washington D.C. This
government belongs to the American
people, and they have a right to know
what happens in Washington, D.C.
They have a right to know what is
going on in their White House.

I think the stonewalling should end,
and the cooperating and the truth
needs to be discovered.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to bring to
the attention of the gentleman from
Texas, who has brought forth this reso-
lution, a little bit of history about ex-
ecutive privilege and how it has oper-
ated.

In 1992, the White House refused to
permit White House Counsel C. Boydon
Gray and C. Nicholas Rostow of the Na-
tional Security Council to testify be-
fore the House Committee on Banking
and Financial Services concerning the
allegations that the Bush Administra-
tion had attempted to conceal from
Congress the extent of its assistance to
Iraq prior to the Gulf War. That was an
assertion of executive privilege.

In 1991, President Bush ordered De-
fense Secretary Cheney not to comply
with a subpoena for a document related
to a subcommittee’s investigation of
cost overruns in a Navy aircraft pro-
gram. It came to the Committee on
Government Operations.

During the administration of Presi-
dent Bush, in response to requests from
the Committee on Government Oper-
ations, Vice President Quayle’s Council
on Competitiveness cited executive
privilege in refusing to make public its
contacts with companies affected by
proposed regulations that it was
charged with reviewing.

President Bush invoked executive
privilege in refusing to respond to a
subpoena issued by the House Commit-
tee on the Judiciary seeking an opinion
written by the Department of Justice
Office of Legal Counsel authorizing the
FBI to snatch fugitives on foreign soil.

Again during the Bush Administra-
tion, Attorney General Thornburgh
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cited exclusive executive privilege in
withholding hundreds of documents
from the Committee on the Judiciary
concerning the Justice Department’s
controversial purchase of a $180 million
computer system.

In 1986, the Bush Administration
even supported former President Nix-
on’s claim of executive privilege which
he asserted to prevent the National Ar-
chives from releasing the Nixon White
House papers.

Again, President Reagan invoked ex-
ecutive privilege with respect to the
controversies concerning Mr. James
Watt and certain Canadian land leases,
Anne Burford and the EPA Superfund
enforcement in 1982, and Department of
Justice memos concerning the nomina-
tion of Chief Justice William
Rehnquist in 1986. So those were three
other instances in 1981, 1982 and 1986
where there have been presidential as-
sertions of executive privilege.

Now, there is a process in which we
can go into court, but never before in
my memory and my research have we
ever put a special resolution on the
floor asking the President to go far be-
yond specific material, but asking him
that in the interest of full disclosure,
consistent with the principles of open-
ness in government, all records or doc-
uments, including legal memoranda,
briefs and motions relating to any
claims of executive privilege asserted
by the President, should be imme-
diately made publicly available.

That was never done in the numerous
examples of the assertion of executive
privilege under Republicans.

But, more than that, would you real-
ly want the President to do what you
are asking for in the resolved clause?
Would you really want all of these ma-
terials released to the public? | do not
really think you mean what you are
saying here. | think maybe you would
like to get to some more arguments on
executive privilege, which, by the way,
are being handled in the court. But
would you want this much informa-
tion?

This goes far beyond anything that
would ever be brought up in a court. It
goes far beyond anything necessary for
us to understand why the assertion of
executive privilege is being made, and
it is a matter being debated and re-
solved in the courts as we stand here in
the well.

O 1245

So | would just say in mustering the
most benefit | can to explain the rea-
son for House Resolution 432 is that
perhaps the author went beyond what
it is he really wanted to know and for-
got that everything means everything,
that all means all, that any means any,
no exceptions, none.

I do not think anybody really would
want that to happen. Therefore, it is
my position that this resolution is fa-
tally flawed.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the right to close, and | have no other
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speakers, and |1 am working with the
gentleman from Colorado on an amend-
ment, so if the gentleman has no more
speakers, | will close.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | do
have more speakers, so if the gen-
tleman does not mind, | yield such

time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT), a distinguished member of
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my friend and colleague, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) for yielding me this time.

I think it is important to note, be-
cause we have heard the refrain today
about the President setting himself
above the law. Well, there is nowhere
that | have heard or read or observed
where this President is suggesting that
he is above the law.

Mr. Speaker, to me and to | think
most Americans, it is clear that the
President feels he has a constitutional
obligation to assert executive privilege
where he feels it is necessary to secure
the independence of the executive
branch.

Now, some may or may not like that
particular assertion, but it has been
and will be tested, by the third branch
of government, our courts, our judici-
ary. | believe that the American people
have great confidence in our constitu-
tional democracy, whether they be law-
yers or whether they be Joe Six-pack,
because ultimately, the Constitution of
the United States is a document above
viable democracy. It is about the sepa-
ration of powers, and it is a document
that has worked well for this Nation
since its birth back in the late 1700s.

So the President is working within
the confines of the Constitution, that
great American document, that docu-
ment that so many have fought for and
died for and served in this Nation’s
military, including the Marine Corps.
This is all about the United States
Constitution and about constitutional
democracy and about respect for each
branch of government.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | have
no other speakers, and | reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | have no
other speakers, and | reserve the right
to close.

REQUEST TO AMEND HOUSE RESOLUTION 432

OFFERED BY MR. DELAY

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent to add at the end of the
resolving clause an amendment pre-
pared by the gentleman from Colorado
that states, ‘‘Such public disclosure
shall not extend to legitimate national
security information.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The Clerk will report
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add at the end of the resolved clause:
“Such public disclosure shall not ex-
tend to legitimate national security in-
formation.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, | have not seen
this amendment and | have no inclina-
tion to support it without having seen
it, and so | object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Does the gentleman from Michigan
wish to use additional time before the
gentleman closes?

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

This is amazing, it is just amazing.
The display of objections to the peo-
ple’s right to know the truth and the
President’s right to claim executive
privilege that has been interpreted by
the courts and not revealed any docu-
ments. But so be it.

The real intent of my resolution is to
try to get the President of the United
States to reveal information that has
been withheld for all of these 4%> years
in some cases, and information that
the President is claiming executive
privilege for.

The gentleman cited all of these
claims by other Presidents. Not one of
those cites that the gentleman listed
has anything to do with claims of exec-
utive privilege involving allegations
and information given to a grand jury
on information of personal wrongdoing
and possible crimes in the White
House, not one of them. This President
is only the second President after
Nixon in the entire history of the coun-
try that has made those Kkinds of
claims, and yet the gentleman still
supports the President.

The gentleman says that the House
of Representatives has no responsibil-
ity or authority to tell the courts what
to do. Well, the gentleman and | have a
very strong difference of opinion as to
what the House of Representatives and
the Congress of the United States is,
its standing in the country, and par-
ticularly, its standing relative to the
judiciary branch. We are not a sub-
branch of the judiciary.

Now, for years, almost 40 years, the
majority of this House has allowed the
judiciary to rule law across this coun-
try and this body has not asserted
itself. But now, under a new majority,
we think we hold an equal standing
with the judiciary that the Constitu-
tion gives us every opportunity to send
messages to the judiciary and indeed,
this week, this House overwhelmingly
voted to limit the jurisdiction of the
judiciary when it came to early release
of convicts for the reason of prison
overcrowding.

Now, the gentleman must believe
that we are subservient to the judici-
ary, but | do not, and this resolution is
the sense of Congress that says such,
and we are sending a message to the
appeals courts that are hearing the
case of this President of the United
States bringing executive privilege.

Congress, under the Constitution, has
about as much right and duty to ad-
dress the issues of constitutional im-
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port as any other branch. Congress
considers issues every day that impli-
cate the Constitution. The courts are
the final decisionmakers, as we learned
in Marbury v. Madison. However, the
court considers the views of coordinate
branches, equal branches of govern-
ment.

This resolution merely says that the
President’s reasons for asserting execu-
tive privilege should be made public. If
the President wanted to talk, he should
not hide behind the courts. That is the
truth of what is going on here.

The D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals
and the Supreme Court should know
that this House believes that court pro-
ceedings regarding executive privilege
should be open to the public, and we
are going to take a vote in a moment
to express ourselves to those courts.

But the bottom line here, Mr. Speak-
er, is we should not participate in
strategies of stonewalling or keeping
the American people away from the
truth. The bottom line of what we are
trying to do here is the fact that the
American people have the right to
know the truth and we are calling on
the President of the United States to
tell the American people the truth, and
I urge adoption of my resolution.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| stand in opposition to the adoption of House
Resolution 432.

First, | would like to express my dismay at
the way the Republican leadership brought
this resolution to the floor. When the agenda
was set for this week, the Rules Committee
minority leaders were only given approxi-
mately five minutes notice to prepare for con-
sideration of this proposed resolution. Further-
more, the Judiciary Committee, which also has
probable jurisdiction on this matter, was not
even given the opportunity to review its text. If
House majority leadership wants to maintain
any semblance of impartiality, | suggest that
they resist the temptation to take political “pot-
holes™ at every opportunity.

Fellow colleagues, this resolution does noth-
ing more than embroil Congress in a dispute
that is more properly before an Article Il
Court.

| believe that almost every member of Con-
gress agrees that an executive privilege ex-
ists. In its purest manifestation, it protects us
from the divulgence of information which
threatens our national security. The scope of
this privilege is still somewhat of an unknown
quantity. The Bush Administration invoked the
privilege on several occasions, many of which
did not involve national security.

Colleagues, we are not the Supreme Court.
It is not our task to divine the meaning of the
Constitution. A rejection of this resolution is a
clear signal to the American people that this
Congress still recognizes the concept of sepa-
ration of powers.

| also object to this resolution because it
does nothing but make a recommendation that
the President, that he waive his executive
privilege. This is a right to be asserted by the
President, under advisement of his lawyer
only. In a legislative body, how can we fail to
recognize the impropriety of stepping on the
toes of the attorney-client relationship. Re-
member all of us under the law are innocent
until proven otherwise.
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| ask my colleagues to oppose this resolu-
tion, in order to send a clear message to the
American people that we understand and re-
spect the role of the legislature in our demo-
cratic system.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, |
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

The resolution is considered read for
amendment.

Pursuant to House Resolution 436,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 259, nays
157, answered ‘“‘present’” 6, not voting
11, as follows:

yield

Evi-

[Roll No. 176]
YEAS—259

Abercrombie Dickey Jenkins
Aderholt Doolittle John
Archer Dreier Johnson (CT)
Armey Duncan Johnson, Sam
Bachus Dunn Jones
Baesler Ehlers Kasich
Baker Ehrlich Kelly
Ballenger Emerson Kildee
Barcia English Kim
Barr Ensign King (NY)
Barrett (NE) Etheridge Kingston
Bartlett Evans Klug
Barton Everett Knollenberg
Bass Ewing Kolbe
Bereuter Fawell LaHood
Berry Foley Largent
Bilbray Forbes Latham
Bilirakis Fossella LaTourette
Bliley Fowler Lazio
Blunt Fox Leach
Boehlert Franks (NJ) Lewis (CA)
Boehner Frelinghuysen Lewis (KY)
Bonilla Gallegly Linder
Bono Ganske Lipinski
Boswell Gekas Livingston
Brady (TX) Gibbons LoBiondo
Bryant Gilchrest Lucas
Bunning Gillmor Maloney (CT)
Burr Gilman Manzullo
Burton Goode McCarthy (NY)
Buyer Goodlatte McCollum
Callahan Goodling McCrery
Calvert Goss McDade
Camp Graham McHale
Campbell Granger McHugh
Canady Green Mclnnis
Cannon Greenwood Mclintosh
Castle Gutknecht Mclintyre
Chabot Hall (TX) McKeon
Chambliss Hamilton McKinney
Chenoweth Hansen Metcalf
Christensen Hastert Mica
Coble Hastings (WA) Miller (FL)
Coburn Hayworth Mink
Collins Hefley Moran (KS)
Combest Herger Morella
Condit Hill Myrick
Cook Hilleary Nethercutt
Cooksey Hobson Neumann
Cox Hoekstra Ney
Cramer Holden Northup
Crane Horn Norwood
Cubin Hostettler Nussle
Cunningham Hulshof Oxley
Danner Hunter Packard
Davis (VA) Hutchinson Pappas
Deal Hyde Parker
DelLay Inglis Pascrell
Diaz-Balart Istook Paul

Paxon

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula

Riggs

Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Becerra
Bentsen
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen

Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland

NAYS—157

Gordon
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E.B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McGovern
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
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Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Neal
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

ANSWERED ““PRESENT”’—6

Barrett (WI)
Berman

Bateman
Crapo
Farr
Gonzalez

Mr. CUMMINGS, and Mr. DAVIS of
Florida changed their vote from ‘‘yea’”’

to “nay.”

Johnson (WI)
Kind (WI)

Gutierrez
Harman
Kaptur
McDermott
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Obey
Rivers

NOT VOTING—11

Meeks (NY)
Schumer
Torres
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Messrs. PASCRELL, ABER-
CROMBIE, and STRICKLAND changed
their vote from ““nay”” to “‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman,
one of his secretaries.

CALLING UPON PRESIDENT TO
URGE FULL COOPERATION WITH
CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGA-
TIONS

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 436, | call up the
resolution (H. Res. 433) calling upon
the President of the United States to
urge full cooperation by his former po-
litical appointees and friends and their
associates with congressional inves-
tigations, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of House Resolution 433 is as
follows:

Whereas approximately 90 witnesses in the
campaign finance investigation have either
asserted a fifth amendment privilege or fled
the country to avoid testifying in congres-
sional investigations;

Whereas prominent among those who have
asserted the fifth amendment privilege or
fled the country to avoid testifying are
former political appointees and friends of the
President of the United States, such as
former Associate Attorney General Webster
Hubbell; former Department of Commerce
political appointee John Huang; former Pres-
idential trade commission appointee Charlie
Trie; former senior Presidential aide Mark
Middleton; longtime Presidential friends
James and Mochtar Riady, as well as family,
friends, and associates of some of these indi-
viduals;

Whereas when the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation Louis Freeh testified
before the House Government Reform and
Oversight Committee on December 9, 1997, he
had the following exchange with the Chair-
man of the Committee:

Mr. Burton: Mr. Freeh, over 65 (at that
time) people have invoked the Fifth Amend-
ment or fled the country in the course of the
committee’s investigation. Have you ever ex-
perienced so many unavailable witnesses in
any matter in which you have prosecuted or
in which you have been involved?

Mr. Freeh: Actually, | have.

Mr. Burton: You have. Give me a run-down
on that real quickly.

Mr. Freeh: | spent about 16 years doing or-
ganized crime cases in New York City, and
many people were frequently unavailable.

Whereas never in the recent history of con-
gressional investigations has Congress been
faced with so many witnesses who have as-
serted fifth amendment privileges or fled the
country to avoid testifying in a congres-
sional investigation; and

Whereas the unavailability of witnesses
has severely limited the public’s right to
know about campaign finance violations
which occurred over the past several years
and related matters: Now, therefore, be it
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Resolved, That—

(1) the House of Representatives urges the
President of the United States to imme-
diately call upon his friends, former associ-
ates and appointees, and the associates of
those individuals, who have asserted fifth
amendment privileges or fled the country to
avoid testifying in congressional investiga-
tions, to come forward and testify fully and
truthfully before the relevant committees of
Congress; and

(2) that the President of the United States
should use all legal means at his disposal to
compel people who have left the country to
return and cooperate with the investigation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 436, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARMEY) and a Member opposed,
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY).

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
myself such time as | may consume.

This is just a simple and sincere reso-
lution to resolve that the President of
the United States should use all legal
means at his disposal to compel people
who have left the country or taken the
Fifth Amendment to return and co-
operate with the investigation.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to indulge
myself in a quick reminiscence about
one of my favorite situation comedies |
saw on TV. Some of my colleagues may
remember Archie Bunker. Archie
Bunker was a conservative. He had a
son-in-law that he affectionately called
the “meathead’ that was a liberal.

I remember in one of my favorite epi-
sodes of the show, Archie Bunker’s son-
in-law discovered that he had sneaked
a few parts, spare parts home from
work in his lunch box. And the son-in-
law gave him a stern lecture on integ-
rity and honesty and personal stand-
ards of conduct, and how he had to in
fact rue and regret and apologize and
atone for this grievous affront to all
the principles we hold sacred.

And then just a few minutes later,
Archie’s daughter came in and exposed
that the son-in-law had taken mate-
rials home from his office. The son-in-
law, when confronted with this by Ar-
chie, responded with horror that even
he, with all his virtue, could be cor-
rupted by the institution.

It was, in fact, one of the greatest
laugh lines of the evening, precisely be-
cause we all sat there and thought,
pity the poor liberal, the more they
feign moral outrage, the more they set
themselves up to get stuck on their
own stick.

Well, last year we were entertained
all year long with all kind of expres-
sions of piety and fidelity to the prin-
ciples of individual integrity, openness,
honesty, as the liberals in this body
railed against the Speaker that he
must step forward, reveal all docu-
ments, answer all questions and, in a
word, come clean, because the Speaker
of the House must be, beyond all shad-
ow of doubt, a man of integrity.

Today, when we say to the President
of the United States and all with whom
he associates, come forward, come
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clean, present yourself, tell the truth,
be open, release the documents, their
response is, the system is corrupt. And
before we ask any of these questions
regarding who in the White House may
or may not have violated the laws of
the United States in their own short-
sighted self-interest, what we hear
from the other side is that it is we who
are being irresponsible because we are
not changing the system.

Let me say once more, the Nation
will not forgive a Congress that be-
lieves that it is correct to change the
rules and laws of finance, campaign fi-
nance, rather than to first discern who
is or who is not obeying the law and
bring to account those who do not obey
the law. It does not take a great deal of
understanding to know that matters of
personal compliance, personal integ-
rity, honesty and respect for the law
are, in the longer run, more important
than the law itself.

Mr. Speaker, again we must come to
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives with a resolution that simply
says, let us get everybody together,
present yourself and tell the truth.
Certainly it is not beyond the normal
expectation that we should expect the
President of the United States to en-
courage by all means possible any per-
sons with whom he has an association
to do just that.

Mr. Speaker, | yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SoLomMoON), and | ask unani-
mous consent that he be able to yield
the time as he sees fit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, since October 2 years
ago | have been extremely concerned
with allegations swirling around the
White House, and | am not talking
about personal or domestic scandals.
Rather, I am talking about the com-
promising of America’s national secu-
rity and potential economic espionage.

Both of us on both sides of this aisle
should be concerned about political/
economic espionage because it costs
thousands and thousands, if not hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs in Members’
districts and mine and all across Amer-
ica, political/leconomic espionage and
national security breaches.

That is why | have brought this bill
to the floor. If Members do not under-
stand that, | would ask them to get a
Central Intelligence Agency document
which is unclassified, which states,
“Applicability of Space Launch Vehi-
cle Technology to Ballistic Missiles.”
Take a look at it, because the tech-
nology we have been giving to China
today can be so easily converted to
intercontinental ballistic missiles.
That is not me saying it; is our Central
Intelligence Agency. Read it. That is
how important this debate is on this
issue right here today.

Dating back to my first letter trying
to find out about John Huang, and

H3647

Members all know who he is, and his
connections to the President and sen-
ior members of his administration, we
have faced nothing but contempt for le-
gitimate congressional oversight which
is our constitutional authority, duty in
this Congress.

All told, | have written over 50 let-
ters and made dozens of inquiries to
over 8 departments, as chairman of the
Committee on Rules that has legisla-
tion pending before it on this matter,
and agencies of the Clinton administra-
tion, including the President himself
numerous times, trying to get the
truth out.
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For just one example, in my very
first letter, on October 21, 1996, coming
up to 2 years now, | asked for all infor-
mation from Secretary Kantor, do my
colleagues remember him, Secretary
Kantor at the Commerce Department,
concerning his department’s connec-
tion with John Huang to the Riady and
the Lippo Group.

Do those names ring a bell, my col-
leagues? It took numerous letters and
words like ‘‘obstruction of justice’ to
acquire the briefing book of the late
Commerce Secretary Ron Brown that
identified his early connections with
John Huang, which dated all the way
back to April of 1993.

The consistent pressure was also nec-
essary to force Secretary Kantor to
begin to come clean on John Huang’s
access, and my colleagues should listen
to this because this is so important, on
John Huang’s access to highly classi-
fied briefings from a CIA official in the
government regarding Communist
China, an area of the world that this
same John Huang was prohibited from
having anything to do with.

But lo and behold, and this is a mat-
ter now of public record because we
have been able to obtain this informa-
tion and make it public, lo and behold,
the information was still dribbled out
over a period of not just months, but
months and months and months, which
ultimately showed that it was not just
12 or 37 or even 109 classified briefings
or meetings, but it was more like 150.
And who knows if even that is accu-
rate. It could have been a lot more that
this man John Huang was receiving
classified information that could deal
with national security breaches and po-
litical espionage. In addition, over 400
to 500 pieces of classified information
were passed on to this particular man.
Five hundred.

My colleagues, today, despite all of
this and more, John Huang remains si-
lent and untouched by justice. He re-
fuses to come forward. In other words,
and this is what my colleagues should
pay attention to, in other words, a
friend of President Clinton, a frequent
White House guest, a senior political
appointee of the President, one of his
chief fund-raisers and vice chairman of
the Democratic National Committee, is
still hiding behind the Fifth Amend-
ment.
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The American people want to know
why. What is he hiding; who is he pro-
tecting? Congress wants to find the
truth and so do the American people.
Why can President Clinton not help us
with his friend?

And that is really what this resolu-
tion is all about. And again | will just
read the last section of the resolve
clause.

We resolve that the President of the
United States should use all legal means at
his disposal to compel people who have left
the country, taken the Fifth Amendment, to
return and cooperate with this investigation.

It ties in with the President’s state-
ment back on January of 1998, which
said, ‘““The American people have a
right to get the answers.”” That is what
the President said and that is what we
are urging in this resolution.

My colleagues, today, despite all of
this and more, John Huang remains si-
lent and untouched by this justice. But
perhaps even more dangerous are 20
witnesses that have fled the country
and 17 other foreign nationals who
have refused to testify. Foreign nation-
als, my colleagues, who were in this
country.

For example, one of those is a man
named Ted Sieong. Do my colleagues
remember that name? Have any of my
colleagues read the papers in their dis-
tricts back home? Mr. Sieong, now, lis-
ten to this, reportedly an agent for the
PRC, that is the People’s Republic of
China, and a guest of both the Presi-
dent and Vice President, has recently
been spotted in Phnom Penh, Cam-
bodia, with his business partner Thung
Bun Ma, who has been identified as the
leading heroin smuggler in Cambodia,
heroin that is reaching into this coun-
try and being shot into the arms of our
children.

Imagine that, Mr. Speaker, a poten-
tial spy and drug kingpin sitting down
with the leaders of the free world.
What in the world have we come to?

I wrote to Secretary Albright in the
beginning of this year, almost 5
months ago now, to find out more
about Mr. Sieong and Mr. Bun Ma’s
visit to America. | have yet to hear
back from the State Department. Do
they not take this seriously? Why are
they stonewalling? Is this obstruction
of justice or what? We need to know
these answers.

This delay is running to ground indi-
viduals who have compromised our na-
tional security, and | am sorry to say
is not uncommon in this administra-
tion, and is entirely unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, | could go on and on
talking about the Riadys, who refuse
to cooperate, the largest donors to
President Clinton’s 1992 campaign and
close friends and guests of his. This is
one of the largest international con-
glomerates in the world, my col-
leagues. Sure, they are rich and, sure,
they have all the money to continue
hiding, but why can the President not
urge them to come forward and tell the
truth?

Or what about Wang Jun, who, while
having coffee with the President, was

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the chairman of an outfit preparing to
smuggle automatic weapons into
America and lobbying to reverse pro-
tection on the transfer of American
satellite technology to China. In other
words, my colleagues, and this is not
just me standing up here and saying
this, according to recent New York
Times reports, this Chinese govern-
ment arms dealer, sitting for coffee
with the President of the United
States, made billions of dollars for
China upon reversal of those protec-
tions while we Americans pay the con-
sequences in potentially  deadly
breaches of our national security.

Again, get the CIA report, unclassi-
fied, and see what | am talking about
here today. Mr. Speaker, it is that seri-
ous. The stability of the world is in se-
rious jeopardy for the first time since
the Cold War.

The President’s moral and ethical ob-
ligation as Commander-in-Chief, my
colleagues, is to insist with the full
power, with the full majesty of his of-
fice that information is made avail-
able, and individuals are compelled to
come forward to tell the truth. He
ought to be using the power of that of-
fice to get them to come forward, to let
the American people know the truth
and to judge for themselves the damage
done to our national security and, con-
sequently, to the future of this great
democracy of ours.

Are we going to have these ballistic
missiles once again pointed at the
United States of America? The im-
mense powers and reach of his execu-
tive branch should be commissioned to
tell the American people the truth and
to identify just how serious our secu-
rity and foreign policy has been com-
promised.

I fought for a long time frustrating
battles trying to impress upon the ad-
ministration the severity of this mat-
ter, and | have done it in a nonpolitical
way, because we were out after the na-
tional security breaches and out after
the economic espionage, not about this
sex scandal. We want to know the truth
about how this country has been jeop-
ardized.

Despite all these frustrations, not all
was for naught. We found out some in-
formation, but more often than not
that information was even more dis-
turbing and begged additional ques-
tions. Through all of this, | found some
good people in the administration,
some very good people, willing to help
get to the bottom of these breaches of
our security. And make no mistake,
our national security has been com-
promised.

But what we need and what the
American people deserve, my col-
leagues, is cooperation from the very
top, from the President of the United
States himself, in answering our ques-
tions and bringing his associates to
justice. That is all that we are asking
for, is the truth, the truth, the truth.

This resolution stands for all of those
things and will put the Congress on
record strongly behind the effort to get
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to the truth and let the American pub-
lic find out just what has happened to
our national security because of many
of these shady associations. And I will
talk a little bit later about some of
those shady associations to try to
dramatize just what we are talking
about here.

I hope my colleagues across the aisle
will join us in a bipartisan appeal to
the President. National security is too
important for partisan politics. It
should stop at the water’s edge. We
should rally together. We should rally
together with the President of this
country to try to get to the bottom of
this so that we do not have this situa-
tion facing the future of our country.

So please vote for this resolution. It
is reasonable and deserves my col-
leagues’ support.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of

my time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Does the gentleman

from Michigan (Mr. CoNYERS) claim the
time in opposition to the resolution?

Mr. CONYERS. | do, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), a senior member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the gap between reality and
the description we have just heard is
very, very wide. The suggestion that
the national security of this country
has been endangered or is in danger be-
cause of the People’s Republic of
China, with its relatively weak mili-
tary capacity, is an absolutely unjusti-
fied denigration of the military
strength of this country. But it also
raises an important question in my
mind.

Now, the gentleman from New York
was complaining of the President’s
failure to listen to him regarding ap-
parently the terrible menace of the
People’s Republic of China. But the
President is not the only one to whom
he should be addressing his words. It
was the leadership of his party that
brought forward recently a bill to
grant the People’s Republic of China
Most Favored Nation treatment.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, | had to check
the record. | heard a lot of this denun-
ciation of the threat that China poses
to the United States, and | had this
vague recollection that the Republican
leadership had given the Chinese the
single thing they most wanted from
this government: Most Favored Nation
treatment. Indeed, if we look at the
trade practices, if there could be one
thing the American government could
do that would make the People’s Re-
public of China happier than anything
else, it would be to give them Most Fa-
vored Nation treatment.

Now | know my friend from New
York was against it, and so was |, but
it was the Speaker of the House, of his
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party, who put it through. Has the gen-
tleman been so focused on the Presi-
dent that he has forgotten to share his
wisdom with the Speaker? The staffer
who sits next to him, who so carefully
hands him that paper every 4 minutes
when he forgets where he put it, can
the gentleman not have him with him
the next time he meets with the Speak-
er? The gentleman should bring that
staffer along, because the gentleman
will have to show that paper to the
Speaker.

If the gentleman asked the Chinese
what they wanted, some missile tech-
nology or the right to sell us $50 billion
a year worth of goods, | think the $50
billion would come first.

Now, | disapprove strenuously of the
way in which the Chinese government
runs its people. | think they are op-
pressing Tibet. | think they are a
threat to some of their neighbors. | was
supportive of our going to the defense
of Taiwan. | do not believe they are a
threat to this great strong country.
But if | thought they were trying to be-
come a threat to this country, the last
thing | would begin to do is to fund
them, and that is what Most Favored
Nation treatment does.

The Chinese government makes far
more money because of Most Favored
Nation treatment than anything else.
And the gentleman’s party put the bill
through. The gentleman’s party con-
trols the House.

Now, on the other hand, maybe there
is good news, Mr. Speaker. Maybe the
Speaker has seen the light. Because my
understanding, until recently, was that
the Republican Party, the leadership of
the House, planned once again to bring
a Most Favored Nation bill for the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China before us. Now,
I know | would vote against it and my
friend from New York would vote
against it, but given the organizational
power of that coalition of President
Clinton and Speaker GINGRICH, the
People’s Republic of China would prob-
ably get it.

And, apparently, there is a breach in
the coalition, because | certainly would
find it hard to believe that the Repub-
lican leadership, who so excoriated
China and so warned us of the danger
China presents to our very national se-
curity, surely they are not prepared to
give the Chinese Most Favored Nation
treatment.

The gentleman said it is the Cold
War again. During the height of the
Cold War, in fact, during the low parts
of the Cold War and the medium parts
of the Cold War we never gave Russia
Most Favored Nation treatment. So |
guess those of us who voted against
Most Favored Nation treatment for
China should take heart: Allies are ap-
parently coming. Because | am sure
that the passionate nonpartisan elo-
quence of the gentleman from New
York will not spare his Speaker if he
were to err and provide Most Favored
Nation treatment for that threatening
nation of China.

The other thing | wanted to talk
about briefly was the resolution. The
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facts on this are that the President
has, | think, been doing everything he
can. | hope no one is suggesting the
President has the right to order people
not to plead their constitutional
rights. But, in fact, the suggestion that
the President is not doing what he can
is clearly contradicted by the facts.

One of the things the gentleman
mentioned were the people who have
fled the country. They fled the country
because the Justice Department is
after them. But the Justice Depart-
ment works, of course, under President
Clinton. We have heard these argu-
ments that said, oh, we must have an
independent counsel. And what is the
basis recently for demanding an inde-
pendent counsel? Well, the Justice De-
partment cannot investigate that. How
do we know that? Well, we just got
facts that show the Justice Depart-
ment cannot investigate it. Where did
we get the facts? From the Justice De-
partment’s investigation.

The latest revelations which came
from Johnny Chung came from the
Justice Department’s investigation.
The people that have fled the country,
in all honesty, | do not think they fear
the gentleman from Indiana, who
chairs the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, as much as they
fear the Attorney General and her
prosecutors.
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They are the ones who are threaten-
ing them. So what we have here are
people have fled the country because
the Justice Department is engaging in
a tough, honest investigation. And so,
what do we say? We say, ‘“Mr. Presi-
dent, bring them back.”” The only way
the President could bring them back
would be to order the Attorney General
to stop the investigation. It is the Jus-
tice Department that is involving them
in this investigation.

The gentleman says he wants to pur-
sue this in a nonpartisan way, and | am
glad to hear. | look forward to being
here the day he chooses to do that. Ap-
parently, today was not the day. Be-
cause this is a resolution that is ac-
companied by rhetoric denouncing the
President for following a policy to-
wards the People’s Republic of China,
which in substantial ways is the same
as the Speaker of the House and the
people in the other body, because both
Houses passed Most Favored Nation.

It is the Administration through the
Justice Department which is inves-
tigating these people. And that is what
they are taking the fifth amendment
from. They are refusing to testify be-
fore the Justice Department, they are
fleeing the Justice Department, and
they are saying, well, what are you
doing about it? Well, the President is
in fact, by the toughness of the inves-
tigation under the Attorney General,
ultimately the cause of precisely these
things.

Now, of course, we want an investiga-
tion. And there do appear to be people
who abuse the campaign finance sys-
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tem on both parties. We had high-rank-
ing fund-raisers in both the Clinton
and Dole campaign in 1996 who behaved
badly, who appeared to have violated
the law. They should be prosecuted,
and we should do it in a nonpartisan
way.

But just in summary, first of all, let
us not grossly exaggerate the physical
threat that the People’s Republic of
China poses to the United States. Yes,
they threatened Taiwan. And when the
United States sent military force, they
backed down. There is a disparity, for-
tunately, between the United States
and the People’s Republic of China
military that means we are not in any
danger from them. Others might be.

Secondly, if they do believe that the
People’s Republic of China is such a
threat, then how do they put through
the House a bill that continues their
Most Favored Nation treatment which
does as much to fuel their economy as
any other single thing, is something
they greatly want?

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
SOLOMON) is not guilty of inconsistency
here. Because he and | agree; we voted
against Most Favored Nation treat-
ment. What happened was, and | know
the gentleman is very busy, he is busy
keeping amendments off the floor, the
defense bill, and doing other things, he
forgot that the Speaker was for Most
Favored Nation treatment. | under-
stand that. He cannot always remem-
ber everything.

But now that | have reminded the
gentleman that it is his Speaker who
was bringing forward Most Favored Na-
tion treatment, | will be glad to go
with him, I will even hand him the doc-
ument and show him if he misplaces it
to remind him how terrible it is and
how he should not even have it.

Finally, let us note that the inves-
tigation from which these people are
hiding, in which they are pleading the
fifth amendment, is the investigation
being conducted by the Attorney Gen-
eral and her aides. And that is, of
course, proof that these allegations of
cover-up are pretty silly.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Well, as Ronald Reagan used to say,
we could go to vote right now. Because
the gentleman has made my case, and
we won, and we could just go to vote.
But let me comment a little bit.

I do not know how we got into the
Most Favored Nation debate here. The
gentleman and | happen to agree with
it. But we are talking about bringing
fugitives back to the United States.

The gentleman has tried to make the
point that maybe it was the Repub-
licans that initiated Most Favored Na-
tion treatment. Everybody knows if
they have been here for a while, and
the gentleman has been here for a
while, same as | have, | see my col-
leagues all smiling, but it has to be the
President of the United States that has
to initiate a request for Most Favored
Nation. Congress cannot do it. | cannot
do it. In other words, it is the Presi-
dent.
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The President initiates, and then the
gentleman from New York (Mr. SoLo-
MON) the day after, which | will do on
June 3, the day we get back here, be-
cause that is probably the day my spies
over at the White House tell me the
President is going to ask for Most Fa-
vored Nation treatment for China
again. Although he may not have the
nerve to do it after all of the votes that
we have had here just in the recent
couple of days.

But let me just say to him that he
wonders had | not been talking to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GING-
RICH). Oh, | have been talking to the
gentleman from Georgia for many,
many years about this issue. | have
been talking to TRENT LOTT, who is the
Majority Leader, the leader of the Sen-
ate. Guess what? I made a lot of in-
roads with the Majority Leader of the
Senate. He is now on our side. And now
I have got to work on the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH) a little
more. We might get there.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK) also was being a little
miscourteous | believe, | do not know
whether it was intentional or not,
when he was referring to the gen-
tleman sitting next to me handing me
papers. It ought to be, for the RECORD,
that the gentleman sitting next to me
is a former Marine fighter pilot in
Vietnam. Everybody ought to know
that. That is the kind of people | asso-
ciate with.

| associate with someone just as im-
portant in the next speaker. He is a
former fighter pilot in Vietnam as well,
one of the most decorated heroes of our
country. He is the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM). | will let
him respond to what | would call an
outrageous statement, without being
disrespectful, about the weaknesses of
the People’s Republic of China mili-
tary. What?

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
most of the time the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) is very elo-
quent. People listen to him. He has got
a lot to say. But | would say that the
gentleman is grasping at straws and
his last comments are unbelievable,
that | do not believe in my lifetime
there will be peace in the Middle East
or in Bosnia, not even northern Ire-
land. And | strongly believe that China
and Russia today are our biggest en-
emies today.

The gentleman would like to say the
Cold War is over so he can cut defense
more, but that is just not the fact. And
to engage in trade with Bosnia, with
China, with the Middle East, we need
to engage not only in dialogue, diplo-
matic relations, but also trade.

If we look at China, it is a lot dif-
ferent than it was 20 years ago because
we have had an influence in there. But
to suggest that trade equates to giving
away military and technological se-
crets that would benefit a country in
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striking other countries and this one is
ludicrous, and that is why | say the
gentleman is grasping at straws.

Another thing is that the threat is
very evident from China and Russia
today. | have gone through that several
times on the floor of what their threats
actually are. And for someone to pro-
pose himself as an expert of military
strategy and technology that has never
dealt with it, never donned a uniform,
never planned strategic strikes is
amazing, a self-proclaimed expert.

They are a threat, Mr. Speaker.
China is a very serious threat. And to
give them the technology that could
destroy this country is very, very seri-
ous.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

My thanks to the Majority Leader
for his fond recollections of the tele-
vision production “All In The Family.”
It was produced by none other than
Norman Lear, with whom | am sure the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY)
shares many common interests and be-
liefs.

The President is now being asked in
this resolution that everyone who may
have invoked the fifth amendment con-
sider abandoning it. Well, why? Well,
because, as the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules said, why are they hid-
ing behind the fifth amendment? This
is technical constitutional lawyer
stuff, but the fifth amendment is for all
people. The fifth amendment is not
used for people to necessarily hide be-
hind it and then have to explain why
they invoke the fifth amendment.

I do not think we did that when Lieu-
tenant Colonel Oliver North, during his
crisis, invoked the fifth amendment.
People use the fifth amendment who
are totally innocent and have reasons
for not wanting to bring forward infor-
mation. So | do not think that the test
of whether someone is telling the truth
or not or is guilty or innocent can be
arrived at by whether or not they in-
voke the fifth amendment. | hope ev-
erybody in the Congress will agree on
this elementary point of constitutional
understanding.

Now, there have been a lot of names
of people who are involved, and we said
over 90 in the resolution. But may | re-
mind my colleagues that the Senate
Banking Committee held exhaustive
hearings on some of these subjects, the
House Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services held exhaustive hear-
ings on other parts of the people re-
ferred to and the incidents referred to,
the Senate Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee held incredibly lengthy hear-
ings. And the House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight not
only has held lengthy committee hear-
ings but are continuing to hold com-
mittee hearings.

So what are we asking the President
to do? We are asking him to state that
he hopes everyone will cooperate with
the investigators and tell the truth.
Does anybody on the other side recog-
nize that the President of the United
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States, Bill Clinton, has already pub-
licly stated that he hopes everyone will
cooperate with investigators and tell
the truth?

Now, it is both bizarre and unprece-
dented for us to request one party in an
investigation to advise the other party
as to how they should conduct them-
selves and whether they should, in ef-
fect, ignore the advice of their lawyers.

Again, as raised in the other resolu-
tion, do my colleagues on the other
side really mean that that is what they
want the President to tell other people
that are being investigated? Again, on
their behalf, | do not think so.

So | will ask the Members consider-
ing this resolution, for what it Iis
worth, | can tell them that | am not fa-
vorably disposed toward it and | feel
that it is a totally frivolous amend-
ment that is consuming a lot of impor-
tant time.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The Chair would advise
that the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) has 17 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SoLOMON) has 8%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), my colleague
on the Committee on the Judiciary.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CoNYERS) for yielding
me the time.

I think it is important that as we fin-
ish this discussion that we try to step
away from the allegations that would
create hysteria that caused my tele-
phone to ring feverishly last night
when Americans from around the Na-
tion considered that we were under im-
mediate attack by Chinese missiles.

I think the important point is what
are we discussing here on the floor of
the House. | take great aversion to
anyone being challenged who has taken
an oath of office that they are un-
American, that they would do some-
thing to endanger the lives of so many
millions of Americans. | believe this
Nation will not forgive a Congress that
itself violates the law.

O 1400

We need to have the facts why H.R.
433 and 432 have even been brought to
the floor of the House. I will tell you
why they are on the floor of the House
today. One, asking the President to
give up his rights to executive privi-
lege, and, two, asking him gratuitously
to tell people to testify.

The reason, because Democrats
thought that someone presiding over
an oversight committee that would call
publicly the President a scumbag and
then offer to distort tapes and present
them to the American public as truth
needed to step aside from that inves-
tigation.
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Qur position was not that he needed
to step aside from being chairperson of
that committee, but during the time of
this investigation, the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight
needed someone else who would not
have characterized his bias such that
he would have called the highest offi-
cer of this Nation a scumbag.

We always ask for a certain decorum.
So the reason why we are on the floor
today is because this is a punitive
measure against Democrats and a puni-
tive measure against the President of
the United States.

Members brought a resolution. We
will bring a resolution. Interestingly
enough, the resolution that had facts
attributable to it was tabled. Yet,
many Democrats voted just last week
or this week to direct that committee
to immunize witnesses so that we could
get to the facts.

Democrats are not afraid of an inves-
tigation. Democrats are not afraid of
campaign finance reform. We have been
arguing for such reform time after
time after time.

These resolutions are what they are.
They are political. They are partisan.
Why do | say that? As a Member of the
House Committee on the Judiciary,
neither one of these resolutions found
their way to the committee of jurisdic-
tion.

The Committee on Rules, which is
the gatekeeper for this particular body
in order to create orderliness, did not
get notice of these resolutions but for 5
minutes before they had to review
them.

In fact, the law is clear. Someone
taking the Fifth Amendment cannot, if
they were to testify, attribute their al-
legations and Fifth Amendment rights
to someone who is outside of the realm.
So, in fact, why would the President be
fearful of someone coming to testify or
why would the President in any way be
impacted by someone taking advantage
of their constitutional rights, the Fifth
Amendment?

Why would the President of the
United States or anyone other than
your religious leader, your spouse,
your family member have any author-
ity to tell someone that is not part of
his immediate family, to engage them
in any discussion about what they do
with their constitutional rights? | ask
every American to consider moving
aside the fairness of what we are ask-
ing here.

Then the last resolution that passed
was about executive privilege. Execu-
tive privilege has been characterized as
a sinister tool. Let me tell you that
President Reagan claimed it. President
Bush claimed it a number of times.

Executive privilege is what it is. It is
a recognition of a distinction of three
branches of government, the Executive,
the Judiciary, and the Legislative
Branch. In fact, John Dean, the counsel
to Nixon, someone who well knew what
executive privilege can bring about, de-
clared just a couple of weeks ago that
the President should appeal determina-
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tions made on his use of executive
privilege.

If you want to talk about national
security, the tampering with executive
privilege will truly tamper with our
national security.

What is this about China? | want the
facts about China. | absolutely do not
want to see our people in jeopardy. But
I would say to the men and women of
this country, | believe you are a fair
and honest people. If you come to the
table making allegations of treason,
which one of the Members of our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
has already done, then how can you
have a fair and unbiased process when
the Members who are asking for such
resolutions have already committed
themselves that the President of the
United States has committed treason?
We do ourselves an international dis-
service.

If we are to presume that we want a
fair and unbiased hearing on what has
happened in China, do we need to then
make representations, before we have
even heard a single fact, that the Presi-
dent is guilty of treason?

These resolutions are not what they
seem to be. I want those who have ab-
sconded from the law to return and to
acknowledge their constitutional
rights, if that is what they so choose,
but to respond to the laws of this land.
All of us do.

If the executive privilege is used im-
properly or illegally, then we must ad-
dress that question. But it is an execu-
tive privilege that is a constitutional
or a legal provision.

I think we are well to recognize that
all is not right just because it happens
to be the law of the land, for the Inde-
pendent Counsel statute has already
showed us the abuse that can occur,
the millions of dollars that can be
spent.

Mr. Speaker, | would simply say that
if these resolutions had come through
the legitimate processes of this House,
if they had been debated in committee,
if they had been fairly brought, 1 would
say that we should go forward. Other-
wise, | think these are partisan and un-
fair, and | ask for their defeat.

Mr. Speaker, this Nation will not forgive a
Congress that violates the law of equity and
the rule of fairness. | must rise today in oppo-
sition to H. Res. 433, a resolution which urges
the President to compel his associates to co-
operate with any and all pending Congres-
sional investigations, for several key reasons.
First of all, this issue is moot. The President
has consistently asked all of his associates
and/or friends involved with any investigation
pending in this Congress or elsewhere, to co-
operate to the fullest extent of the law. So with
that in mind, what unique kind of petition do
the authors of this resolution honestly expect
the President to make, that he has not made
already?

Secondly, the language of this resolution
notes that approximately ninety (90) witnesses
connected to the campaign finance investiga-
tion in the House Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee have asserted a Fifth Amendment privi-
lege or have left the country. Do the authors
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of this resolution actually intend to imply that
the President is somehow responsible for the
actions of these ninety (90) individuals in
choosing to leave the country and/or exert
their Constitutionally-protected rights? As we
all know, the Fifth Amendment privilege exists
only for those individuals that may incriminate
themselves with their testimony, not those that
may incriminate an outside party like the
President. So what possible relationship does
the exercise of this individualized Constitu-
tional liberty by the President's so-called “as-
sociates” have to do with the conduct of the
President himself?

And finally, | must take exception with the
implicit presumption of Presidential guilt care-
fully weaved into the language of this resolu-
tion. Why is it necessary to include a state-
ment from a December hearing with the Direc-
tor of the Federal Bureau of Investigation that
seems to imply that the President is a part of
a grand conspiracy to conceal evidence from
this body? If our intentions truly are to simply
compel the President to continue to encourage
his friends, colleagues and associates to co-
operate with this investigation, so be it. But |
do not see what the kind of inference made by
the FBI Director (that the only other time he
has ever seen such an unavailability of wit-
nesses was in a organized crime case he han-
dled over 16 years ago) has to do with the ef-
fort to achieve full cooperation by all parties
involved in this campaign finance investiga-
tion?

In any investigatory proceeding, the key is
always process. If we are after the truth, why
does the language of this resolution imply
Presidential complicity? | need not remind this
body that the cornerstone of the American
democratic process is the presumption of in-
nocence, yet somehow, the United States
Congress seems unwilling to extend that same
presumption to the President. | sincerely hope
that we can get to the bottom of the campaign
finance investigation in the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee, but | just do not see how this
resolution is helping to serve that purpose. For
all of these reasons, | urge all of my col-
leagues to ignore partisan differences and
please vote down H. Res. 433.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The Chair will advise
that the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) has 11 minutes remaining
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SOLOMON) has 8% minutes remaining.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SKAGGS)
who heads up the Constitutional Cau-
cus in the House.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for the time. | under-
stand there is some frustration on the
other side about all of this. This reso-
lution has been cleverly drafted to ap-
pear, at first reading, perhaps, even to
be innocuous.

But let me just suggest to my col-
leagues that we ought not to rush to
judgment in this matter. It has much
larger constitutional consequences
then may be first apparent.

The gist of the resolution is to exert
the power and the authority of this
House to have people waive their con-
stitutional rights, and we need to ex-
amine the significance of that propo-
sition very carefully.
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First, let us acknowledge that con-
frontations and disputes in which the
Bill of Rights are invoked often come
up under difficult and unseemly cir-
cumstances. That is simply because the
Bill of Rights was designed to protect
minority and unsavory points of view,
the less powerful, those out of step
with the majority, to protect such peo-
ple from the potentially overzealous
power of government.

When a criminal asserts a Fifth
Amendment privilege against self-in-
crimination, it is easy to condemn it
and even easier to forget that that
privilege exists to protect us all from
an overzealous government. Is that not
what this recent to-do over IRS reform
is all about, for example?

When a miscreant like Khalid
Muhammed gives a vitriolic
antisemitic hate speech, it is easy to
condemn it and finesse its protection
under the First Amendment, as this
House, unfortunately, did a few years
ago. And easier still to forget the First
Amendment’s guarantee of free speech
exists to protect all of us against gov-
ernment-imposed orthodoxy, even
those, especially those, with views of-
fensive to the majority.

When a drug dealer asserts a Fourth
Amendment privilege against unrea-
sonable search and seizure, it is easy to
speak grandly about people who hide
behind technicalities, and still easier
to forget that those Fourth Amend-
ment protections exist to protect all
innocent Americans against abuse by
government power.

So while, as here, these issues typi-
cally come up in a way that appears to
work to the benefit of some question-
able behavior, the intended and endur-
ing beneficiaries of the Bill of Rights
are all of us. We forget that at our
great peril.

But this resolution, boiled down to
its essence, is an effort to force Ameri-
cans to waive their rights. In this case,
it happens to be the Fifth Amendment
that would be waived. The point resolu-
tion, and the danger in this is that its
reach is much broader, and the prece-
dent is chilling. If it is the Fifth
Amendment today, why not the Fourth
Amendment protection against un-
founded searches tomorrow, and the
Sixth Amendment’s guarantee of a
speedy and public trial the day after.

If it is the Fifth Amendment today,
what about the First Amendment pro-
tection against peaceable assembly, or
the Fifth Amendment’s guarantee
against double jeopardy?

We can all think of many cases in
which we wish these protections did
not apply. They are inconvenient. But
that is not the issue.

The point is that in order to have
these protections for the vast majority
of innocent American citizens, we must
also extend those protections to bad
actors.

As a matter of simple logic, if we are
willing to compromise those fundamen-
tal principles as they apply to those
whom we hold in low regard, as in this
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resolution, then we compromise the
same principles as they apply to every-
one.

That is a danger and a cost that far
exceeds whatever satisfaction we may
derive from this resolution’s attack on
the rights of individuals subjected to
the delicate and tender ministrations
of the investigation by the gentleman
from Indiana.

Some will attempt to characterize a
““no”” vote on this resolution as if it
were endorsing stonewalling. That is
just plain silly.

Unfortunately, in order to support
the Bill of Rights and its protections,
we have to endorse it, as here, even for
cases of people whose behavior we do
not and cannot defend, but whose
rights are held in common with our
own.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
has 6 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON)
has 8%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Michigan for yield-
ing to me.

Mr. Speaker, the House is currently
debating a series of three nonbinding
resolutions that are heavy in their po-
litical content and very light in their
substantive content. They also contain
within them a very substantial degree
of vindictiveness.

The resolutions in themselves prob-
ably would not be harmful except that
they are in their intention and in their
wording and, also, secondly, because
they take away from the House valu-
able time which it would be better ad-
vised dealing with more substantive
issues.

This resolution, first of all, suggests
that the Congress urge the President of
the United States to urge other people
to waive their constitutional rights. It
says, In effect, that the President of
the United States should behave as
some kind of a sultan or dictator and
have people dragged before a congres-
sional committee and submit to that
congressional committee, ignoring
completely their rights under the Con-
stitution and ignoring completely the
separation of powers which is the hall-
mark of this government.

This resolution in that regard is
enormously dangerous. This comes
from the party that asserts itself as
being the party of small government,
the party of a weaker, less intrusive
government. Yet, in this very resolu-
tion, all of that is denied. All of that is
put aside.

This resolution says that this par-
ticular party that advocates this reso-
lution is the party of strong dictatorial
government that would force people to
behave in ways that are contrary to
their own best interests and contrary
to the basic protections of the Con-
stitution.

It is very difficult to understand the
reasoning behind this resolution, very
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difficult to understand the reasoning
behind its author who stands for dif-
ferent kinds of things, or at least gives
voice to different perspectives and dif-
ferent viewpoints than are expressed in
this particular resolution.

This resolution says that people
should be forced before a particular
congressional committee, even though
they do not want to appear before that
congressional committee.

Why might people be reluctant to ap-
pear before this particular committee
headed by this particular chairman,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON)? It is quite clear. In doing so, they
are simply being sensible. They are
using good common sense.

They have seen the way that this
particular chairman behaves. They
have seen that this particular chair-
man falsifies evidence and information
that comes to his attention and is in
his hands. They have seen that this
particular Chairman will take a per-
son’s statements and falsify those
statements. He will falsify those state-
ments by extracting from them words,
whole sentences, and whole paragraphs.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to make a point of order. When
someone is on the floor and makes a
statement against another Member by
saying ‘‘falsifying evidence,”” whether
those words would really be in order on
the House floor when, in fact, they are
not even proven?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER)
requesting that the words of the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY)
be taken down?

Mr. BUYER. | so request. Actually, |
ask it by my parliamentary inquiry,
when he makes such allegation that a
Member is actually falsifying evidence,
whether those such words would be in-
sulting to the House?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In re-
sponse to the gentleman’s parliamen-
tary inquiry, Members are reminded to
not make personal observations about
other Members of the House.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
HINCHEY) may proceed.

O 1415

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, | would
direct the attention of the House to the
recorded dialogues and the way in
which those dialogues were handled by
this particular committee, and ask the
Members of the House to make judg-
ments for themselves with regard to
the way that those conversations were
transcribed, and observe that in those
transcriptions, certain words and sen-
tences were omitted and observe in
those transcriptions that words in fact
were inserted into those transcriptions,
which gave entirely different meanings
to the sentence and paragraphs alleg-
edly therein transcribed. | think if peo-
ple will look at that, they will be able
to judge for themselves exactly what
was taking place there.

Now, with regard to these three non-
binding resolutions and all the time



May 21, 1998

that these three nonbinding resolu-
tions have taken from the House, it
would be one thing if we had all the
time in the world to dwell on these po-
litical issues. But the fact of the mat-
ter is that languishing in committees
in this House are important measures
that are critical to the health, safety
and well-being of millions of Ameri-
cans.

Languishing in committees in this
House is are legislation dealing with
the safety of patients in hospitals; lan-
guishing in committees in this House is
legislation dealing with the regulation
of HMOs. Languishing in committees
in this House is legislation dealing
with the reauthorization of the Federal
Superfund. We need to bring that legis-
lation to the floor and have it voted on.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2> minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BUYER), a very great Amer-
ican from Monticello, Indiana, and a
chairman of the Subcommittee on Per-
sonnel of the Committee on National
Security.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, one of my former Demo-
crat colleagues came to the floor and
said he recognizes that there a general
level of frustration in the House, and |
think he is accurate and correct. The
level of frustration is there because |
believe that the correct body to con-
duct such a vast investigation should
be an independent counsel.

We have asked for an independent
counsel for a very long time from the
Justice Department, and that is who |
think the proper body is. Even the
Speaker of the House has an idea to
have a select committee, and different
people are trying to grope with it. My
preference is to have the Attorney Gen-
eral appoint the Independent Counsel,
and the momentum of the evidence is
building.

I can recall how disturbed | was when
I learned that the Attorney General in
the fall of 1995 had been warned by our
security sources that China was at-
tempting to influence our elections,
and then that she thought enough
about that concern to pick up the
phone and call the National Security
Adviser, Sandy Berger, but he was not
in and she never bothered to call back
personally again.

That really bothered me. | asked her
if she ever had a peculiar feeling about
not having exercised her due diligence,
and she said no, it did not bother her at
all. See, that kind of bothers me. It
bothers me because if | had a friend
whom | knew was about to be shot or
killed, I would want to warn them.
When the Attorney General finds them-
selves in that position of having such
information, they should have in fact
warned the President that there are in-
dividuals who were going to seek to
have monies come into this country to
influence the process.

We find out now it was influenced
from so many different angles, there
are different allegations. Whether the
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debates are in this House with Loral
and whether or not they have trans-
ferred, whether it is satellite, to dual
use technologies in the ballistic missile
category, it is very, very concerning.

Mr. Speaker, | just wanted to come
to the House just to share this. | am
very bothered that over 90 witnesses
would come forward and take the Fifth
Amendment. That is their Constitution
right. The gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CoONYERS) is absolutely correct,
and so is the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK). That is their
constitutional right. But how do you
get around that Fifth Amendment?
You have the Independent Counsel, or
Justice, you take them before the
grand jury. Then they give them that
immunity, and if they do not testify,
then they end up going to jail. But
there is a proper mechanism for us to
get here. | understand the general level
of frustration by the chairman of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
30 seconds to a very distinguished gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. EVERETT).

(Mr. EVERETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, as part
of the discussion on this administra-
tion’s lack of cooperation with the
Congressional investigations, as well as
the continuous assertion of executive
privilege, | thought my colleagues
would be interested and surprised to
learn of another stonewalling situation
and another assertion of executive
privilege by President Clinton’s White
House. It involves the waiver granted
by this administration for the burial of
Ambassador Larry Lawrence at Arling-
ton National Cemetery.

I would ask, why on the Earth would
the President of the United States not
want to reveal to the Congress what
happened in the White House in deci-
sions involving matters not even re-
motely connected to national security?
It is stonewalling, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, as part of this discussion on
this Administration’s lack of cooperation with
Congressional investigations, as well as on
assertions of executive privilege, | thought my
colleagues would be interested and perhaps
quite  surprised to learn of another
stonewalling situation and another assertion of
executive privilege by President Clinton’s
White House counsel. It involves the waiver
granted by President Clinton to the former sur-
geon general, Dr. C. Everett Koop, for burial
at Arlington National Cemetery, and the waiver
granted by the Secretary of Army for the burial
of Ambassador Larry Lawrence at Arlington.

As Chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investigations, |
asked the White House for information and
documents regarding the White House role in
the waivers for Dr. Koop and Ambassador
Lawrence. My colleagues will certainly recall
the Subcommittee’s discoveries that Dr. Koop
is the only living person with a waiver, a viola-
tion of Arlington’s regulations and that Ambas-
sador Lawrence had falsely claimed heroic
wartime service in the U.S. Merchant Marine.

The White House has declined to provide
responsive answers to the Subcommittee’'s
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guestions about Dr. Koop’s waiver, which was
subsequently withdrawn after its existence be-
came public knowledge. That's the long and
the short of it.

And, Mr. Speaker, | was totally surprised
and amazed, when the President's counsel,
Mr. Charles F.C. Ruff, not only did not provide
responsive answers to the Subcommittee’s
questions about Ambassador Lawrence, he
asserted executive privilege with respect to
certain documents that the privilege log en-
closed with his letter of January 23, 1998, de-
scribed as a “Memorandum to President from
Deputy Counsel to the President and Deputy
Assistant for Intergovernmental Affairs regard-
ing Ambassador Lawrence’s burial at Arlington
Cemetery” and “Cover memorandum to Presi-
dent from Assistant to the President and Staff
Secretary attaching a copy of document ANC
0000018 described above and a list of per-
sons buried at Arlington Cemetery.”

Mr. Speaker, | ask, why on earth would the
President of the United States not want to re-
veal to Congress what happened at the White
House in decisions involving matters not even
remotely related to national security. | don’t
have the answer to my question, and | don’t
know if the White House is hiding anything,
but | am going to keep on trying to find out.

| do believe this is the first time the Veter-
ans Affairs Committee has ever been con-
fronted with an assertion of executive privilege
as it attempts to fulfill its constitutional over-
sight responsibilities, and | want America’s
veterans to know what the White House is
doing, because | think it is the wrong way to
conduct the people’s business, particularly
when it comes to veterans. | hope veterans
will let the President know how they feel about
it. | can’t imagine any good public policy rea-
son to be hiding away information and docu-
ments under these circumstances, and | hope
the White House will reconsider its position.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
one minute the to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | appreciate the gentleman
from Alabama helping draw it all to-
gether in a logical way.

Mr. Speaker, | would first say to the
gentleman from Indiana, the Justice
Department is doing the investigation.
He said the way to get around their in-
vocation of the Fifth Amendment is to
get them before a grand jury. It is the
fact that the Justice Department, or
Attorney General Reno, is trying to
bring them before the grand jury, that
has led them to do this. That investiga-
tion is going on.

Finally, | do want to say apparently
something | said was misinterpreted as
in some way reflecting on the very able
staff, and | regret that, because we are
very well served here by our staff.

I did mean to call attention to what
I thought was the uncharacteristically
repetitive argument of my good friend
from New York. In no way did I mean
to reflect on the first-rate staff work
he depends on. This was between Mem-
bers, and | apologize, because appar-
ently something | said may have had
that inference.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, | just have to call at-
tention to the fact that no one has
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criticized a particular sentence or par-
ticular paragraph in my bill.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | have a parliamentary in-
quiry. | thought the time had expired.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from New York (Mr. SoLo-
MON) yield for a parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. SOLOMON. No, we have 5 min-
utes to close.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. |
thought the gentleman was yielding to
me to close.

Mr. SOLOMON. To close for your
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON)
controls the time, and has 5% minutes
remaining.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, may |
please start over again.

Mr. Speaker, | just have to call at-
tention that no one has criticized a
particular sentence or paragraph in the
bill. Let me just again refer to the very
last section, paragraph in the bill. It
says that the President of the United
States should use all legal means.

Now, you have heard the lawyers on
that side stand up and say oh, they are
infringing on the Constitution. But all
I am saying is to use all legal means at
his disposal to compel people who left
the country to return and cooperate
with the investigation.

Who are those people, Mr. Speaker? If
you look at this fellow with the mut-
ton chops right here, 1 do not know if
you can see it from here, but his name
is Ted Sieong. The media has identified
him as a PRC, People’s Republic of
China, communist agent. He gave hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars to the
Clinton-Gore campaign and the Demo-
cratic National Committee. He had din-
ner with the President. He appeared at
the temple, the famous temple with AL
GORE.

Ted Sieong, whose business is ciga-
rettes, and you have heard that re-
ferred to here, bought and then
changed a Chinese newspaper in Los
Angeles to support the People’s Repub-
lic of China communist viewpoint
against Taiwan. Even worse, this Ted
Sieong guy you are looking at right
here, is in business with Thung Bun
Ma, the other man identified in the pic-
ture, over here, people who have been
at the White House.

Thung Bun Ma is the leading Cam-
bodian heroin kingpin that is exporting
heroin into this country, into the arms
of our children. He sponsored the coup,
and | want you to listen to this now,
these are the people we are trying to
get to come here and testify, he spon-
sored the coup in Phnom Penh in Cam-
bodia that brought Hun Sen, you know
who he is, they brought him to power,
reinstating the deadly Khmer Rouge
influence. Do you remember the Kill-
ing Fields? Have any of you seen that?
That murdered over 2 million people.

These are the kind of thugs we are
talking about, trying to get the Presi-
dent to cooperate with you and | to
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bring here. | wrote to Secretary
Albright in January, 5 months ago, to
learn more about these thugs. | re-
quested again in February, asking the
Secretary of State to accelerate the
process, and my committee has yet to
hear back one word.

Mr. Speaker, here are about 50 news
accounts. This is not just me saying it.
It is not just people on our side of the
aisle. This is the news media from
across the country and the world that
speaks to the proxy have just men-
tioned. These are the people we want to
come back here and to testify. | will in-
clude these articles for the RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, let me say just one
more time, on a bipartisan basis, we
are urging, we are pleading with the
President of the United States to use
his legal means, legal means, to get
these people to come forward and tell
the truth about the national security
breaches and the economic espionage
that is costing thousands of Johns in
this country, but, more than that, is
jeopardizing the future of this democ-
racy. Let that is all we are asking for.

Mr. Speaker, | include the articles
referred to earlier for the RECORD.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Oct. 30, 1996]

FUND-RAISER HUANG SURFACES, TESTIFIES

(By Robert L. Jackson)

WASHINGTON.—Democratic fund-raiser
John Huang emerged from hiding Tuesday
and insisted that his evasion of a subpoena
in recent days did not mean he wanted ‘‘to
run away from the issue’ of his past activi-
ties as a Commerce Department official or a
Democratic Party fund-raiser.

Huang, who is at the center of a con-
troversy over illegal campaign contribu-
tions, testified for more than four hours be-
hind closed doors in a freedom-of-informa-
tion civil suit brought by a conservative
legal organization seeking to show that
Commerce Department trade missions over-
seas solicited money for the Democrats.

A videotape of his testimony released later
showed he took the position that he never
acted illegally or improperly. He denied that
there were any fund-raising aspects to over-
seas trade missions in which he participated.

Even as Huang surfaced for questioning.
Republicans stepped up their assault on the
issue of Democratic fund-raising. Sen. John
McCain of Arizona and four Republican
House committee chairmen asked Atty. Gen.
Janet Reno to apply for the appointment of
an independent counsel to investigate not
only Huang’s activities, but also a variety of
other alleged improprieties by Democrats in
raising funds from foreign sources.

The Republicans accused Huang of ‘“‘the ap-
parent deliberate flaunting of federal elec-
tion law . . . with the apparent cooperation
of President Clinton and Vice President [Al]
Gore and the Democratic National Commit-
tee.”

McCain and the four House chairmen—Bill
Thomas of Bakersfield, William F. Clinger
Jr. of Pennsylvania, Benjamin A. Gilman of
New York and Gerald B.H. Solomon of New
York—told Reno that the Justice Depart-
ment could not be counted on to carry out an
inquiry that will be considered fair and free
of outside influence.

For that reason, they called on Reno to
ask a special federal court to name an inde-
pendent counsel. Reno gave no immediate
reply.

Huang, of Los Angeles, resigned from the
Commerce Department in December to join
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the staff of the Democratic National Com-
mittee—where his fund-raising activities led
to questions that forced him into hiding ear-
lier this month. At the DNC. Huang solicited
more than $800,000 from Asian interests that
violated or may have skirted the prohibition
on foreign contributions to American politi-
cal campaigns.

He was not asked about his DNC Activities
Tuesday because the Judicial Watch civil
suit is limited to Huang’s work at Com-
merce, and his lawyers raised objections to
questions they felt went beyond that.

On the subject of his work at Commerce,
Huang said he had ‘“‘played a very passive
role” in the trade missions at issue in the
law-suit. “The whole Commerce Department
objective was to try to help American busi-
ness overseas.”’

* * * * *

Judicial Watch attorney Larry Klayman
said he may have more questions today if a
federal judge permits them.

Huang said he never traveled on any of the
foreign trade missions, which were led by the
late Commerce Secretary Ronald H. Brown.
And described his only role as participating
in ‘“‘preparation meetings” at the depart-
ment before some overseas trips.

While at Commerce. Huang said, he also
never had sought to advance the interests of
the world-wide Lippo Group, in which he had
been an executive before joining the govern-
ment. Lippo Group is an Indonesian con-
glomerate founded by the wealthy Riady
family, who have been longtime Clinton sup-
porters.

Huang did acknowledge that over the years
he had met ““‘quite a few times’ at the White
House with the president and First Lady Hil-
lary Rodham Clinton and members of the
Riady family. He did not describe the pur-
pose of those meetings or say what had been
discussed.

While hiding from public view. Huang said,
he felt encouraged when Asian American
friends told him that Mrs. Clinton had said:
“John’s a friend of mine. We all support
him.”

Huang insisted that he had not been dodg-
ing federal marshals who last week tried to
serve him with a subpoena in the Judicial
Watch suit, but rather was avoiding ‘‘harass-
ment’”’ by news media representation seeking
to question him about his fund-raising.

“l didn’t think it was the proper time to
show up,” he said, adding that he spoke by
phone from time to time with Democratic
committee officials who did not press him as
to his whereabouts.

Huang, who was a high-ranking official
with Lippo Group banking enterprises for
nine years, said he accepted the Commerce
Department position in 1994 because ‘“‘as a
member of the Asian American community,
we have so few working for the government.””

He charged that press reports about his
fund-raising ‘*have tainted the reputation of
anyone in our Asian American community.”

In calling for the appointment of an inde-
pendent counsel, the Republicans cited a
number of questionable contributions, in-
cluding:

$450,000 from Arief and Soroya Wiriadinata,
an Indonesian couple who lived in Washing-
ton’s Virginia suburbs before returning to
Indonesia at the end of last year.

$325,000 from Yogesh Gandhi,
grandnephew of Mahatma Gandhi.

$250,000 from a South Korean company
called Cheong Am America.

$140,000 from individuals at a fund-raiser in
April at a Buddhist temple in Hacienda
Heights.

In a related development, the Democratic
committee continued to delay filing a
preelection report that would disclose con-
tributions or expenditures made during the
first * * *,

a great-
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However, the DNC did file with the Federal
Election Commission what party representa-
tives said was a comparable set of ‘‘raw
data.”” Ann McBride, president of Common
Cause, the nonpartisan citizens lobby,
termed illegal and ‘“‘outrageous’ the Demo-
crats failure to file a formal preelection dis-
closure report.

[From the Washington Times, Oct. 30, 1996]

5 GOP LAWMAKERS Ask RENO FOR OUTSIDE
PROBE OF FUNDING
(By Jerry Seper)

The chairmen of four House committees
and a senator yesterday formally called on
Attorney General Janet Reno to seek the ap-
pointment of an independent counsel to in-
vestigate suspected illegal campaign activi-
ties by the Clinton administration and the
Democratic National Committee.

In a letter prompted by ongoing probes
into the campaign activities of the Lippo
Group, a $6 billion Indonesian real estate and
investment conglomerate, the Republican
lawmakers cited ‘‘eight specific instances”
in which the administration and the DNC
may have violated federal campaign laws.

They asked that a decision in the request
be made by Miss Reno no later than Friday.
Justice Department officials had no com-
ment yesterday.

“The magnitude of the funds involved, the
high rank of the officials involved and the
potential knowing and willful violations
committed make it impossible for any offi-
cials of this administration’s Justice Depart-
ment to carry out an investigation that will
be considered fair and free of outside influ-
ence,” they said.

*** Bill Thomas of California, chairman of
the House Oversight Committee; William F.
Clinger of Pennsylvania, chairman of the
House Government Reform and Oversight
Committee; Benjamin A. Gilman of New
York, chairman of the House International
Relations Committee; Gerald B.H. Solomon
of New York, chairman of the House Rules
Committee; and Sen. John McCain of Ari-
zona.

Mr. McCain, who has questioned whether
“foreign influence’ altered U.S. foreign pol-
icy on Indonesia, was the first to ask Miss
Reno to appoint an independent counsel. He
has said Congress needs to know whether
President Clinton arranged a ‘‘quid pro quo™
to soften human rights policy on Indonesia
in exchange for the contributions.

The eight areas cited were:

The involvement of Mr. Clinton, Vice
President Al Gore and the DNC in question-
able campaign contributions from Cheong
Am America, a South Korean electronics
firm whose illegal $250,000 donation was re-
turned, and Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata,
Indonesian landscapers who gave $452,000 to
the DNC while living in Arlington.

* * * * *

The acceptance of questionable contribu-
tions from Yogesh Gandhi, from individuals
at the Hsi Lai Buddhist Temple in Los Ange-
les, from individuals at the Hay-Adams Hotel
in Washington and from the Wiriadinatas.

The fund-raising activities of DNC execu-
tive and former Commerce Department offi-
cial John Huang.

The possible improper influence of official
government decisions as a result of cam-
paign contributions to the DNC by associates
and allies of Mochtar Riady, who controlled
Lippo.

The DNC’s use of tax-exempt facilities at
the Hsi Lai Temple for fund-raising purposes.

The possible attempt by Mr. Huang, with
either the knowledge or approval of the DNC,
to obstruct an investigation of his activities
by evading a subpoena.
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The DNC’s September FEC report listing
the DNC’s address as the home address of at
least 31 contributors.

At the center of GOP concerns are the mil-
lions of dollars in contributions to the DNC
solicited by Mr. Huang, the group’s vice
chairman for finance.

[From the Washington Times, Nov. 1996]

FOREIGN-MONEY SCANDAL GROWS AS $15
MILLION OFFER IS REVEALED
(By Jerry Seper)

A local businessman told two of Taiwan’s
leading newspapers this week he was present
when the chief financial manager of the rul-
ing Nationalist Party offered to donate $15
million to President Clinton’s re-election
campaign.

The businessman said the offer was made
to Mark E. Middleton, an Arkansas lawyer
and former top aide to White House senior
adviser Thomas F. ““Mack’ McLarty. Federal
election laws forbid such a contribution from
foreign residents, and there is no record the
donation was ever made.

News of the offer capped a day in which:

The White House said there are two John
Huangs—one a fund-raiser embroiled in a
scandal over contributions to the Demo-
cratic National Committee, the other, a
former IRS employee working on Vice Presi-
dent Al Gore’s ‘‘reinventing government”
initiative. A John Huang visited the White
House 78 times in the last 15 months. The
White House says the visits weren’t all by
the DNC fund-raiser—but it doesn’t know
how many were.

The DNC filed its overdue financial report,
which revealed it returned a $10,000 contribu-
tion on Oct. 16 to Kyung Hoon Lee, chairman
of Cheong Am America Inc., the South Ko-
rean electronics company that illegally do-
nated $250,000 to the Democrats earlier this
year.

In the Taiwanese connection, Mr. Middle-
ton, who left the White House in February
1995 to work in Washington as an inter-
national business consultant, arranged a
controversial meeting in September 1995 be-
tween Mr. Clinton and the Nationalist Party
financial officer, Liu Tai-ying, during a criti-
cal moment in U.S.-Taiwan relations, said
businessman Chen Chao-ping.

The Los Angeles Times said Mr. Middleton
escorted Mr. Liu to the Clinton meeting
after telling the Taiwanese party chief he
had ‘“‘a direct channel” to the White House.

At the time, relations with China had
plummeted to the lowest point in years after
Mr. Clinton allowed Taiwan’s president, Lee
Teng-huli, to visit Cornell University in June
1995, breaking a pattern of barring Taiwan’s
leaders from U.S. visits. China responded
with missile tests at sea near Taiwan, caus-
ing Taiwan’s stock market to plunge and
international airlines to reroute flights.

Mr. Middleton denied, in a statement, ever
soliciting funds for the DNC or Mr. Clinton
during several business trips to Taiwan, or
arranging for ““any contributions to the DNC
or any candidate from any foreign source.”
He said, ‘““Any statements to the contrary
are completely false.”

Congressional investigators are looking
into Mr. Middleton’s Taiwanese contacts,
along with those of James C. Wood, another
Arkansas lawyer and friend of Democratic
fund-raiser John Huang, to determine if they
used their White House ties to solicit con-
tributions from Taiwanese businessmen and
government officials.

Both Mr. Middleton and Mr. Wood are
friends and confidants of Mr. McLarty’s.

Meanwhile, the Justice Department is re-
viewing accusations of illegal campaign ac-
tivities by the White House and the Demo-
cratic National Committee to determined if
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calls by Republican lawmakers for the ap-
pointment of an independent counsel is war-
ranted.

The review, required under the Independ-
ent Counsel Statute, will include a 30-day
preliminary inquiry to determine if sus-
picions that campaign funds were illegally
sought and delivered to the DNC and the
Clinton administration are credible and if a
formal, 90-day criminal probe is warranted.

That criminal probe would determine
whether Attorney General Janet Reno
should ask a federal appeals court panel to
appoint an independent counsel.

Earlier this week, the chairmen of four
House committees and a senator called on
Miss Reno to seek the appointment of an
outside counsel to investigate suspected ille-
gal campaign activities. Targeting the Lippo
Group, a $6 billion Indonesian real estate and
investment conglomerate, the lawmakers
cites ‘“‘eight specific instances’ in which the
White House and the DNC may have violated
federal campaign laws.

They said the ‘““magnitude of the funds in-
volved, the high rank of the officials in-
volved and the potential knowing and willful
violations committed” made it impossible
for the Clinton Justice Department to carry
out an investigation ‘“that will be considered
fair and free of outside influence.”

The letter was signed by Reps. Bill Thomas
of California, chairman of the House Over-
sight Committee; William F. Clinger of
Pennsylvania, chairman of the House Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight Committee;
Benjamin A. Gilman of New York, chairman
of the House International Relations Com-
mittee; Gerald B.H. Solomon of New York,
chairman of the House Rules Committee; and
Sen. John McCain of Arizona.

Mr. McCain has questioned whether “‘for-
eign influence” altered U.S. foreign policy
on Indonesia and has said Congress needs to
know if Mr. Clinton arranged a ‘‘quid pro
quo’ to soften human rights policy on Indo-
nesia in exchange for the contributions.

During a press briefing on Thursday, Miss
Reno acknowledged she had received the re-
quest, saying, ‘“We are looking at it in the
context of the Independent Counsel Stat-
ute.”” She said the act ‘‘prescribes certain
deadlines, and we will operate under that
and do everything we can based on the evi-
dence and the law.”

Miss Reno said the matter had been re-
ferred to the department’s public integrity
section, which is staffed by career lawyers
who investigate and prosecute corruption
cases involving public officials and the elec-
toral system.

Mr. Wood, who has been unavailable for
comment, was named in 1995 to head the
American Institute in Taiwan (AIT), a pri-
vate foundation on contract to the State De-
partment to maintain unofficial ties with
Taiwan. As head of the AIT, he effectively
served as U.S. ambassador to Taiwan.

Published reports said senior officials in
Taiwan complained that Mr. Wood pressured
businessmen for donations, suggesting Mr.
Clinton should be rewarded for his pro-Tai-
wan policies. On a visit to Taiwan this year,
Mr. Wood was accompanied by Mr. Huang in
what the DNC said was a fund-raising trip.

Mr. Wood practices international-trade law
in Washington and has clients with economic
interests in China and Taiwan.

Mr. Middleton helped raise $4 million in
the 1992 Clinton presidential campaign.

[From the Washington Times, Nov. 27, 1996]

COMMERCE DEPT. QUERIED ON LIPPO, VIETNAM
PoLicYy

(By Jerry Seper)
The chairman of a House committee prob-
ing foreign-linked campaign gifts to the
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Democratic Party asked Commerce Sec-
retary Mickey Kantor yesterday to explain
the role three Lippo executives played in
President Clinton’s 1994 decision to end a 30-
year trade embargo with Vietnam.

Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon, the chairman of
the House International Relations Commit-
tee, demanded ‘‘all information” concerning
contacts, agreements or ‘‘other dealings’ in-
volving the Lippo Group; Mochtar Riady, the
company’s founder; his son. James, a Lippo
executive; and John Huang, a former Lippo
and Commerce Department official, in “‘any
influence of U.S. policy and the normaliza-
tion of relations with the Socialist Republic
of Vietnam.”

In a letter, the New York Republican said
he wants clarification on Vietnam policy
meetings called and attended by Mr. Huang
while he was deputy assistant secretary of
international economic policy at Commerce
and on efforts by Lippo to end the Vietnam
embargo.

In a handwritten note on the bottom of the
two-page letter. Mr. Solomon said: ““This is
important, | ask you.”’

Mr. Huang is at the center of a controversy
over foreign-linked campaign donations to
Mr. Clinton and the Democratic National
Committee.

After the embargo was lifted, talks began
within the administration on formulating
trade policies toward Vietnam. Mr. Huang
moved from Lippo to the Commerce Depart-
ment during this process and began a vigor-
ous campaign to open Vietnam to U.S. trade.

Mr. Solomon wants to know whether Lippo
sought to influence U.S. policy toward Viet-
nam while the company was making trade
overtures to that country. He asked Mr.
Kantor for similar documents in October.
Mr. Kantor responded with some but did not
include Vietnam-related files.

Commerce spokeswoman Maria Cardona
said yesterday Mr. Kantor had not seen the
letter and therefore had no comment.

The panel’s interest in Lippo’s role in the
end of the embargo surfaced in October When
it got Mr. Huang’s appointment calendars
and found that he began an aggressive cam-
paign for a new trade policy toward Vietnam
a day after his July 1994 appointment. He
pushed that policy for the next 17 months
while Lippo, his former employer, sought to
expand its investment empire into Vietnam.

Mr. Huang’s Commerce Department cal-
endars show that immediately after he left
Lippo with a $780,000 bonus, he began a series
of meetings with White House officials, key
associates, international bankers and cor-
porate executives to discuss an expansion of
trade with Vietnam.

Republicans have suggested his activities
on Vietnam represented a conflict of inter-
est, and they have called for congressional
hearings and the appointment of an inde-
pendent counsel to investigate the matter.

The Justice Department is reviewing a re-
quest by Mr. Solomon and the chairmen of
three other House committees for the ap-
pointment of an independent counsel. Assist-
ant Attorney General Andrew Fois has said
the case is being examined by the depart-
ment’s public integrity section.

Mr. Huang’s first involvement in Vietnam
policy as a deputy assistant secretary came
on his first day on the job, July 19, 1994,
when he scheduled a 9 a.m. meeting on
“U.S.-Vietnam policy.”

Mr. Clinton lifted the Vietnam embargo on
Feb. 4, 1994, reneging on a 1992 campaign
pledge to first get a ‘‘full accounting’ of
Americans missing from the Vietnam War.

Mr. Solomon, in his letter, asked Mr.
Kantor to explain meetings Mr. Huang had
in July and October 1994 and in January,
February and August 1995 that are listed as
Vietnam-related.
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Mr. Solomon also asked for information on
an April 1993 meeting involving Commerce
Secretary Ronald H. Brown and 40 Asian
community leaders in Los Angeles to discuss
most-favored-nation trade status for China
and the normalization of relations with Viet-
nam.

Mr. Huang, then an official at Lippo Bank
in Los Angeles, attended that session, con-
gressional investigators said.

At least 11 House panels, including Mr.
Solomon’s, are probing foreign contributions
to the DNC, looking at Mr. Huang’s ties to
Vietnam policy, and examining his appoint-
ment calendars to determine with whom he
met, what was said and what agreements
were reached, particularly those that could
directly benefit Lippo.

While Mr. Huang was at the Commerce De-
partment, the Lippo Group, based in Indo-
nesia, sought to expand its $6.9 billion in-
vestment empire into Vietnam.

Mochtar Riady led a trade mission of Asian
bankers to Vietnam in September 1993. Lippo
opened trade offices in Ho Chi Minh City and
Hanoi after Mr. Riady’s visit.

James Riady, Lippo’s deputy chairman,
has said Mr. Huang was ‘“my man in the
American government.”

[From the New York Times, Dec. 3, 1996]
LETTERS SHOW HOW INDONESIAN DONOR
FAMILY LOBBIED CLINTON
(By Alison Mitchell)

WASHINGTON, Dec. 2.—Mochtar Riady, an
Indonesian businessman with longstanding
ties to President Clinton, recommends to the
President that the United States normalize
ties to Vietnam and pursue economic en-
gagement with China.

Mark Grobmyer, an Arkansas business-
man, lets Mr. Clinton know that Indonesia’s
President Suharto would like to address the
Group of Seven industrial nations.

And an Alabama insurance executive asks
Vice President Al Gore for a letter congratu-
lating his company for a venture with a
Riady company.

These letters—details of which were made
available today by White House officials—
are among more than a dozen pieces of cor-
respondence to and from the White House
concerning the Riady family. White House
officials are preparing to turn over the docu-
ments to Congressional committees looking
into questionable fund-raising practices by
the Democratic National Committee.

White House officials said they were still
culling records and could not yet say wheth-
er more letters would be found or when the
materials would be delivered to Congress.

Representative Gerald B. Solomon, the
chairman of the House Rules Committee,
wrote a letter to the White House asking
why he had not been told of the correspond-
ence in October when he asked for informa-
tion about the Riadys from Commerce Sec-
retary Mickey Kantor.

““I would appreciate convincing assurances
that it was not an attempt to cover up em-
barrassing information before the election,”
Mr. Solomon, Republican of New York, said.

As described by White House officials, the
letters cast little light on the questions Re-
publicans are most interested in: whether
the Riady and their associates affected
American policy toward Asia or benefited
from helping raise millions in donations for
the Democratic committee.

Replies to the Riadys and their associates
from the President and Vice President, also
described by the White House, often seemed
little more than form letters. Some of the
correspondence was social. Mr. Clinton sent
a brief birthday note to Mr. Riady on May 7,
1993, for instance.

But the letters do help paint a fuller pic-
ture of the relationship between the Clinton
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White House and the Riady family, which be-
came a focus of Republican attacks after the
Democratic National Committee suspended
John Huang, a fund-raiser who had been a
top executive in the United States for the
American interests of the Riady family.

In a four-page letter to Mr. Clinton on
March 9, 1993, Mochtar Riady thanked the
President for seeing him briefly during Inau-
gural festivities and then offered detailed ad-
vice about how the United States should ap-
proach trade relations with Asia.

He argued that the Administration should
normalize relations with Vietnam, saying in
passing that he had two managers there
looking for investment opportunities. Mr.
Riady said Suharto, the Indonesian ruler,
wanted to attend the G-7 summit. And he
urged that the Administration allow eco-
nomic engagement with China as the best
way to bring about reform. Mr. Clinton in
1992 had assailed President George Bush for
seeking to use economic engagement to
change China. But once in office, he followed
essentially the same policy.

Mr. Clinton has acknowledged discussing
policy with Mr. Riady’s son James, once an
Arkansas businessman, but said Mr. Riady
never influenced policy decisions. Speaking
to reporters today, Mr. Clinton the March
1993 letter was ‘“‘a letter like tens of thou-
sands of other letters | get.”” He called it ‘“‘a
straightforward policy letter, the kind of
thing that | think people ought to feel free
to write the President about.”

Michael D. McCurry, the White House
press secretary, said that the President had
been interested in input from business execu-
tives regarding economic policy in Asia. And
while the Administration decided in 1994 to
lift the United States embargo against Viet-
nam, Mr. McCurry said that ‘‘to suggest that
any particular individual’s views, whether it
be a financial contributor or not, would have
a disproportionate thinking on the work of
the Administration is a little bit less than
credible.”

In another letter to Mr. Clinton in March
1993, Mr. Grobmyer a Little Rock lawyer who
has been active with the Riadys and others
in Asian business dealings, wrote to Mr.
Clinton about a recent trip he took to Asia.
He too said that Mr. Suharto wanted to ad-
dress a meeting of the Group of Seven in
Tokyo.

Mr. Grobmyer said he had already spoken
to Thomas F. McLarty 3d, then the White
House chief of staff, and Nancy Soderberg, an
official at the National Security Council,
about his trip. He said the Riadys had helped
him in his travels and attached a draft thank
you note that he said the President might
consider sending to them, with suggestions
on increasing American competitiveness in
Asia. There is no sign among the correspond-
ence that Mr. Clinton sent such a letter to
the Riadys and the United States did not
back Mr. Suharto’s attendance at the meet-
ing. Instead, Mr. Clinton met Mr. Suharto in
Tokyo during the summit.

Vice President Gore also got a letter in
1994 about the Riadys. The White House has
found the second page of a letter to the Vice
President from W. Blount of the Protective
Life Corporation saying that his company
was forming a joint venture with one of the
Riady companies, the Lippo Group. He asked
for a letter of congratulations, noting that it
would help with the Riadys if the letter af-
firmed that his company was known to the
Administration. Several months later the
Vice President wrote to James Riady ex-
pressing congratulations on the joint ven-
ture.
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[From the Washington Times, Dec. 1996]

WHILE LIPPO EYED VIETNAM, HUANG PUSHED
AT COMMERCE
(By Jerry Seper)

John Huang began aggressively arguing for
a new U.S. trade policy toward Vietnam only
one day after his July 1994 appointment as a
top Commerce Department official—and
pushed the idea for the next 17 months while
his former employer, the Lippo Group,
sought to expand its investment empire into
Vietnam.

Republican legislators believe Mr. Huang’s
efforts to open Vietnamese markets after his
former company paid him a $780,000 bonus is
a conflict of interest, and they have called
for congressional hearings and the appoint-
ment of an independent counsel to inves-
tigate the matter.

“Mr. Huang’s prior involvement with
Lippo and his activities at Commerce with
regard to Vietnam is an absolute conflict of
interest,”” says Rep. Gerald B. H. Solomon,
New York Republican and chairman of the
House Rules Committee. “‘It’s just out-
rageous that these kinds of things can hap-
pen, these kinds of things can happen, and
we’re going to insist that we get to the bot-
tom of it.

“If this was Wall Street or the New York
Stock Exchange, this kind of insider infor-
mation would result in people going to jail.”

The Justice Department is now reviewing a
request by Mr. Solomon and the chairmen of
three other House committees, along with
Sen. John McCain, Arizona Republican, for
the appointment of an independent counsel.
Assistant Attorney General Andrew Fois
says the case is being examined by the de-
partment’s Public Integrity Section.

Mr. Huang’s attorney, John C. Keeney Jr.,
says he and his client ““were not in a position
to respond” to questions concerning the
Vietnam accusations.

Now at the center of a growing controversy
over foreign-linked campaign donations to
President Clinton and the Democratic Na-
tional Committee, Mr. Huang met several
times with White House officials, key friends
and associates of Mr. Clinton, international
bankers, and corporate executives to discuss
an expansion of trade ties with Vietnam, ac-
cording to his personal appointment cal-
endars.

In fact, his first involvement in the topic
as a deputy assistant secretary for inter-
national trade came during his first full day
on the job, July 19, 1994, when he scheduled
a 9 a.m. meeting on “U.S.-Vietnam policy.”
Several other meetings are listed in his per-
sonal calendars as Vietnam-related.

Mr. Clinton, discarding a 1992 campaign
pledge for a “‘full accounting” of Americans
missing in action during the Vietnam War,
ended a 30-year trade embargo against Viet-
nam in February 1994. Several companies, in-
cluding the Lippo Group and its U.S. affili-
ates, were scrambling to take advantage of
new market potential.

Five months after the embargo was listed,
while talks continued on formulating new
trade policies with Vietnam, Mr. Huang
moved to Commerce with his $780,000 Lippo
bonus and immediately began a vigorous
campaign to open up that country to U.S.
trade.

Three House committees probing suspected
illegal foreign contributions to Mr. Clinton
and the DNC are looking into Mr. Huang’s
ties to Vietnam trade agreements and have
begun to examine his appointment calendars
to determine with whom he met, what was
said and what agreements were reached—
particularly those that might have benefited
the Lippo Group directly.

Investigators also have focused on asser-
tions by James Riady, deputy chairman at
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Lippo and son of Lippo’s owner, Mochtar
Riady, that Mr. Huang was ‘“my man in the
American government.”

Mr. Solomon says preliminary inquiries
have shown that ‘‘extremely large contribu-
tions” were made during the 1996 presi-
dential campaign but it is not clear what
concerns the Lippo Group had in giving the
money or what the company received in re-
turn.

The request for an independent counsel is
backed by Mr. Solomon; Mr. McCain; and
Reps. Bill Thomas of California, chairman of
the House Oversight Committee, William F.
Clinger of Pennsylvania, chairman of the
House Government Reform and Oversight
Committee, and Benjamin A. Gilman of New
York, chairman of the House International
Relations Committee.

Eight specific areas of concern, including
“the fund-raising activities of DNC executive
and former Commerce Department official
John Huang,”” were cited.

According to Mr. Huang’s calendars, copies
of which have been obtained by the commit-
tees, he scheduled several Vietnam-related
meetings with government and corporate of-
ficials between his 1994 appointment and his
December 1995 resignation to join the DNC as
a fund-raiser.

At the time, the Jakarta-based Lippo
Group, where Mr. Huang was a banking exec-
utive and vice chairman, was seeking White
House and Commerce Department help in ex-
panding its $6.9 billion real estate and in-
vestment holdings into Vietnam, where the
firm had huge financial interests.

Mochtar Riady had led a trade mission of
Asian bankers to Vietnam in September 1993
to appraise business opportunities there—
five months before Mr. Clinton’s decision to
lift the embargo. By early 1995, the firm had
put together a joint marketing venture with
First Union Corp. of North Carolina to fi-
nance trade efforts in Southeast Asia.

James Riady and Mr. Huang are longtime
friends of Mr. Clinton and were officers at
Worthen National Bank in Little Rock
(which has become Boatmen’s Bank of Little
Rock, a subsidiary of Boatmen’s Bank of St.
Louis) when Mr. Clinton was the governor of
Arkansas. In 1992, they approved a $3.5 mil-
lion loan to the Clinton presidential cam-
paign just before the New York primary.

Mr. Huang also raised $250,000 in contribu-
tions for the 1992 race and was responsible
for raising $4 million to $5 million in dona-
tions for Democrats in 1996.

Most actively involved in the Vietnam
venture was Lippo Ltd., a privately held fi-
nance and real estate subsidiary of the Lippo
Group. the firm reported $3.6 billion in as-
sets, with 143 subsidiaries in 11 countries.
The Riady family controls 54 percent of
Lippo Ltd. stock and oversees it subsidiaries,
one of which was Worthen.

Also involved was Lippo Bank, publicly
held and based in Jakarta. With assets of $3.3
billion, it has more than 260 branches in 90
cities in Indonesia, as well as offices in Viet-
nam and California.

[From the Washington Times, Dec. 1996]
SECRECY ON RIADY LETTERS RIPPED
SOLOMON WARNS OF MORE SCRUTINY
(By Jerry Seper and Paul Bedard)

A House committee chairman probing
campaign contributions to the Democratic
Party yesterday accused the White House of
balking at Congress’ request for letters de-
tailing the controversy while it conducts a
public-relations campaign through the press.

““] found it offensive that instead of paying
me the courtesy of faxing the March 1993 let-
ter from Mochtar Riady, the White House
prefers to let the press view the Clinton-
Riady correspondence under controlled con-
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ditions and with its own self-serving spin,”
said House Rules Committee Chairman Ger-
ald B.H. Solomon, New York Republican.

“For four years, this has been the standard
White House reaction to exposure of its own
actions. The White House is now in no posi-
tion to complain of increased congressional
scrutiny,” he said. “In fact, they can count
onit.”

The complaint came as the White House
released new details on the letters between
the president and Indonesian billionaire
Mochtar Riady and his son, James, but con-
tinued to put off congressional demands for
the documents.

Mr. Solomon, who Monday denounced the
White House’s refusal to release documents,
said a March 9, 1993, letter from Mochtar
Riady calling for an end to a 30-year trade
embargo on communist Vietnam was critical
in determining the scope of pending hearings
and whether they should be conducted by a
special or standing committee.

He said the hearings are necessary because
of Attorney General Janet Reno’s decision
last week to reject his request for the ap-
pointment of an independent counsel to look
into accusations of campaign-finance irreg-
ularities.

The White House letters suggest a strong
friendship between the Riady family, which
runs the Lippo Group, and the president and
his aides, as well as a reliance by Mr. Clinton
on the Riadys’ advice on Asia policy. A key
to this relationship is the March 1993 letter
calling on Mr. Clinton to lift the embargo.
The president did so in February 1994.

In that letter, Mr. Riady thanked Mr. Clin-
ton for meeting with him on Inauguration
Day in 1993 and suggested that normalizing
business relations would snowball into polit-
ical reforms in the communist country. He
also urged Mr. Clinton to continue U.S. en-
gagement in China and suggested he let In-
donesian President Suharto attend the 1993
Group of Seven economic summit in Tokyo.

The White House said Mr. Clinton re-
sponded by referring Mr. Riady’s letter to
Robert E. Rubin, who at the time was Mr.
Clinton’s top economic-policy adviser and
now is Treasury secretary.

The letters detailing the president’s links
to Mochtar Riady also indicate that former
Democratic National Committee fund-raiser
John Huang wielded influence over the presi-
dent. For example, after the White House de-
layed nearly two months in writing a letter
congratulating Mr. Riady for receiving an
award from Golden Gate University in San
Francisco, Mr. Huang weighed in.

In  April this year, he wrote Nancy
Hernreich, deputy assistant to the president
and director of Oval Office operations, seek-
ing a Clinton letter. Seven days later, Mr.
Clinton wrote a congratulatory note to Mr.
Riady.

The White House said it will release the
texts of the letters once it completes its
search for all records of the Clinton-Riady
relationship.

Many of the letters also detail the rela-
tionship between the president and his aides
and James Riady, the chairman of Lippo and
a longtime Clinton friend.

A Clinton associate, Little Rock business-
man Mark Grobmyer, wrote the president
about his May 1993 trip to Indonesia and Asia
and asked him to write James Riady a
thank-you note for aiding in the trip. In May
1993, the president wrote to Mr. Riady, ap-
plauding his efforts to strengthen U.S. busi-
ness ties to Asia. He also thanked Mr. Riady
for giving him a specially made nameplate.

The White House also detailed a letter
from William E. Blount of Protective Life
Corp., whose firm joined in a venture with
Lippo in Asia. In January 1994, Mr. Blount
asked Vice President Al Gore for a letter
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congratulating the firms on the venture.
That April, Mr. Gore wrote Mr. Riady to ex-
press the administration’s satisfaction with
the venture.

[From the Washington Times, Dec. 1996]

CLINTON SAYS LIPPO LETTER DIDN’T SWAY
HANoOI PoLicy
(By Jerry Seper and Paul Bedard)

President Clinton acknowledged yesterday
that he received a letter from the head of the
Indonesia-based Lippo Group seeking nor-
malization of trade relations with Vietnam,
but he denied the 1993 letter influenced his
decision to end a 30-year trade embargo on
that country.

The chairman of a House committee prob-
ing the role of three Lippo executives in the
decision to end the embargo angrily de-
nounced what he called a possible ‘“‘cover-up”’
in Mr. Clinton’s failure to release the letter
from Mochtar Riady, Rep. Gerald B.H. Solo-
mon, New York Republican, demanded that
the president immediately make it public to
avoid the perception of an ‘‘obstruction of
justice.”

Mr. Solomon, chairman of the House Rules
Committee, had asked the White House and
the Commerce Department in October for all
communications, correspondence or ‘‘any
other dealings’ involving Lippo; Mr. Riady;
his son, James, a Lippo executive; and John
Huang, former Lippo and Commerce official,
regarding efforts to “‘influence” U.S. trade
policy with Vietnam.

The committee chairman also sought clari-
fication on Vietnam policy meetings called
by Mr. Huang while a deputy assistant sec-
retary for international economic policy at
Commerce and on Lippo efforts to end the
embargo at a time when it was moving its
$6.9 billion real estate and investment em-
pire into Vietnam.

“Failure to do so could only be construed
. as a continuation of the pattern of
stonewalling begun before the recent elec-
tions,” Mr. Solomon said. ‘““There could be no
other possible explanation of your failure to
produce the letter. Such an invitation would
also invite suspicions of obstruction of jus-
tice, whether such suspicions are warranted
or not.”

Mr. Clinton promised to make the letter
available, but not before he first delivers it
to congressional oversight committees—
probably sometime next week. Its existence
was first reported yesterday by the Wall
Street Journal.

“It’'s a letter like tens of thousands of
other letters | get, people suggesting every
day . . . what our policy ought to be in var-
ious areas,” Mr. Clinton told reporters at a
ceremony to honor spaceshuttle astronaut
Shannon Lucid. “You will see it’s a straight-
forward policy letter, the kind of thing that
I think people ought to feel free to write the
president about.”

Mr. Clinton also dismissed threats of hear-
ings. “They’ll have to do their business.
They can do whatever they think is right.
I’m going to spend my time working on what
I can do,”” he said.

His spokesman, Michael McCurry, tried to
say there was nothing new in the Journal’s
story. He said that the letter’s existence was
“largely known’’ to other reporters and that
Mr. Riady’s representative had made ref-
erence to the letter’s having been sent.

“l think we never formally disputed the
notion that there was such a piece of cor-
respondence from Mr. Mochtar Riady,” Mr.
McCurry said.

The letter was not released, he said, be-
cause the administration wanted first to an-
swer congressional inquiries about the affair.

Mr. McCurry also rejected suggestions that
Mr. Riady influenced policy toward Vietnam:
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“To suggest that any particular individual’s
views, whether it be a financial contributor
or not, would have a disproportionate think-
ing on the work of the administration is a
little bit less than credible,”” he said.

The March 9, 1993, letter called on Mr.
Clinton to normalize relations with Viet-
nam, noting that two Lippo executives were
scouting investment opportunities there.
The president responded on April 5, 1993, say-
ing the letter had been sent to Robert E.
Rubin, then chairman of the White House
National Economic Council and now Treas-
ury secretary.

Mr. Huang and the Riadys are at the center
of a growing criticism over foreign-linked
campaign donations to Mr. Clinton and the
Democratic National Committee, with as
many as 11 House committees looking into
the matter.

James Riady and Mr. Huang were among 14
donors of $100,000 or more to the 1993 Clinton
inaugural festivities—a contribution coming
at a time when the administration was con-
sidering a change in U.S.-Vietnam relations.

The rules panel has targeted Lippo’s role
in the president’s Feb. 4, 1994, decision to end
the Vietnam embargo despite a 1992 cam-
paign pledge to first get a ‘“full accounting”’
of Americans missing from the Vietnam War.

After the embargo was lifted, talks began
within the administration on formulating
trade policies toward Vietnam. Mr. Huang
then moved from Lippo to Commerce and
began a campaign to trade with Vietnam,
where his former employer had opened of-
fices in Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City.

The administration fully normalized rela-
tions with Vietnam in July 1995.

Mr. Solomon wants to know whether Lippo
sought to influence U.S. policy toward Viet-
nam while the company was making trade
overtures to that country, and he asked
Commerce Secretary Mickey Kantor for
similar documents in October. Mr. Kantor
responded with some documents but did not
include Vietnam-related files.

The panel’s interest in Lippo’s role in the
embargo surfaced in October when investiga-
tors obtained Mr. Huang’s Commerce ap-
pointment calendars and found he began an
aggressive campaign for a new Vietnam
trade policy a day after his July 18, 1994, ap-
pointment. He pushed that policy for the
next 17 months while Lippo sought to expand
into Vietnam.

Mr. Huang’s calendars show that imme-
diately after he left Lippo with a $780,000
bonus he began a series of meetings with
White House officials, key associates, inter-
national bankers and corporate executives to
discuss an expansion of trade with Vietnam.

Republicans have suggested his role in the
matter was a conflict of interest and have
called for hearings to investigate the matter.

[From the Washington Times, Dec. 14, 1996]

CLINTON TIES TO RUSSIAN VISITOR
QUESTIONED
(By Jerry Seper)

The chairman of the House Rules Commit-
tee has asked the White House for records of
all meetings and correspondence between
President Clinton and Grigori Loutchansky,
a White House visitor and head of a firm
identified as being tied to Russian criminal
activity.

Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon, New York Re-
publican, this week also sought records on
Sam Domb, a New York real estate executive
who brought Mr. Loutchansky as guest to a
White House dinner in October 1993 and do-
nated $160,000 to the Democratic National
Committee over 12 months after the dinner.

I do not take pleasure in noting that the
selective and carefully controlled release of
information by the White House has obliged
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Congress to make repeated following inquir-
ies about possible fund-raising irregularities
and conflicts of interest,”” Mr. Solomon said
in a letter to the president.

“Public accounts have placed you, Mr.
President, and Vice President Gore with
both Mr. Loutchansky and Mr. Domb at least

once,” Mr. Solomon said in his request for
the records.
Mr. Loutchansky, head of an Austrian-

based commodities trading firm known as
Nordex, got a private two-minute meeting
with Mr. Clinton and his picture taken with
the president. He also was invited by the
DNC to a fund-raising dinner with the presi-
dent at the Hay-Adams Hotel in July 1995
but did not attend.

A Russian who now lives in Israel, Mr.
Loutchansky was not available for comment
yesterday. Mr. Domb also was unavailable
but has said he took Mr. Loutchansky to the
dinner as part of a business venture that
“didn’t work out.”

“Any DNC invitation to Loutchansky in
1995 would show a severe lack of scrutiny and
appalling bad judgment. It would be unwise
in the extreme for there to be any ties be-
tween the U.S. government and Loutchansky
or Loutchansky’s company, Nordex,” R.
James Woolsey, who headed the CIA from
1993 to 1995 and is a partner at the Washing-
ton law firm of Shea and Gardner, has said.

“At a congressional hearing in April, the
current director of central intelligence, John
Deutch, identified Grigori Loutchansky’s
company, Nordex, as an ‘organization associ-
ated with Russian criminal activity’. Next to
Loutchansky, the Lippo syndicate looks like
the Better Business Bureau.”

The Indonesian-based Lippo Group is at
the center of a growing scandal over foreign-
linked campaign donations to Mr. Clinton
and the DNC. The real estate and investment
firm was founded by Mochtar Riady, a long-
time Clinton supporter and campaign con-
tributor.

In a four-page report in July, Time maga-
zine said Mr. Loutchansky’s firm was linked
with nuclear smuggling, drug trafficking and
money laundering and that Nordex was es-
tablished to ‘“‘earn hard currency for the
KGB.”

Te magazine reported that, during the past
three years, the National Security Agency
“found indications that Nordex was engaged
in nuclear smuggling.” It also said Mr.
Loutchansky was the sole subject of a two-
day Interpol meeting involving 11 nations in
1995.

More than a year before Mr. Loutchansky
was invited to the 1995 White House dinner;
Canada blocked him from entering that
country because he failed a background
check.

Questions this year about Mr.
Loutchansky’s visit to the White House—and
that of convicted drug dealer Jorge
““‘Gordito”” Cabrera—prompted a review by
the Justice Department into procedures used
for screening guests.

In November 1995, Cabrera gave $20,000 to
the DNC. He accepted invitations a month
later to a White House Christmas party and
a Miami fund-raiser.

[From the Stars and Stripes, Dec. 9-15, 1996]

’93 LIPPO LETTER RENEWS HILL SCRUTINY OF
MovVE To END VIET EMBARGO

(By Mark Allen Peterson)

President Clinton’s 1994 decision to end the
U.S. embargo with Vietnam has come under
renewed scrutiny in the light of correspond-
ence on the issue received by the White
House from Indonesian businessman Mochtar
Riady.

The Wall Street Journal last week revealed
that the White House had received a letter
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dated 9 March, 1993, filled with policy advice
from Riady, who gave hundreds of thousands
of dollars to the Democratic National Com-
mittee. Among other thing, the letter urged
the president to normalize relations with
Vietnam.

President Clinton 2 Dec. described the let-
ter as being “‘like tens of thousands of let-
ters | get of people suggesting what our pol-
icy ought to be in various areas.”

SOLOMON DISTURBED

White House press secretary Mike McCurry
denied Riady’s suggestions played any part
in the president’s decision to lift the long-
standing embargo.

But the Journal story created a furor on
Capitol Hill, where several committees have
expressed interest in probing the gifts by
Riady’s Lippo Group to the Democrats. One
of those most disturbed was Rep. Gerald Sol-
omon (R-NY), head of the Government Rules
Committee, which is planning hearings on
the issue.

In October, and again last month, Solomon
requested from Secretary of Commerce
Mickey Kantor ‘“‘all information’ involving
contacts, agreements or ‘‘other dealings”
with the Lippo Group, its founder Mochtar
Riady, his son, Lippo executive James, and
former Lippo executive and Commerce offi-
cial James Huang and ‘“‘any influence of U.S.
policy and the normalization of relations
with the Socialist Republic of Vietnam.”

MORE INFORMATION

In particular, Solomon said, he wanted
more information on Vietnam policy meet-
ings called by Huang while he was deputy as-
sistant secretary of international economic
policy at Commerce and on efforts by Lippo
to end the Vietnam embargo.

After reading the Journal story, Solomon
fired off a letter to Clinton, asking why he
had not been given a copy of the letter after
his request for information, and requesting
the White House to fax the letter to the
Rules Committee.

The White House 4 Dec. faxed the letter to
the House Committee on International Rela-
tions, which subsequently made it available
to Solomon and other interested lawmakers
and reporters.

Sources in Congress said the Rules Com-
mittee’s investigation would be asking two
key questions: First, was Clinton’s decision
to lift the U.S. trade embargo with Vietnam
influenced by the Lippo Group’s six-figure
contributions and, second, did the adminis-
tration leak advance information to Riady
that the embargo was going to be lifted.

TRADE INITIATIVES

“The media has overplayed the idea that
the president was influenced to lift the em-
bargo and downplayed the second scenario,”’
said a source close to the investigation. ““‘But
we really think the second scenario is the
more likely.”

The committee is particularly interested
in whether advance information about the
decision played a part in Vietnam ‘‘trade ini-
tiatives”’ hatched between Hong Kong-based
Lippo, Ltd. and North Carolina’s First Union
Corp., sources said.

The lifting of the trade embargo was a dif-
ficult move for the president because of the
emotional issue of POWs and MIAs still un-
accounted for in Southeast Asia.

In 1992, Clinton said he did not think lift-
ing the Vietnam embargo was a good idea.

REVERSAL

“l don’t think we should normalize and
then get an accounting [of American POWs
and MIAs],”” he told The Washington Times.
“l1 think we ought to know where our people
are. That's putting the cart before the
horse.”

But after several visits to Vietnam by
presidential advisors and lobbying by several
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visits to Vietnam by presidential advisors
and lobbying by several congressmen, includ-
ing former POW Sen. John McCain (R-AZ),
Clinton reversed his position, saying, ‘I am
lifting the trade embargo against Vietnam
because | am absolutely convinced that it of-
fers us the best way to resolve the fate of
those who remain missing and about whom
we are not sure.”

SOLOMON STAFFERS WIDENING HUANG PROBE

WASHINGTON.—John Huang, a central
figure in the investigation into Asian dona-
tions to Democrats, had more access to gov-
ernment secrets during his short tenure at
the Commerce Department than previously
disclosed, documents show.

The Commerce Department has identified
109 meetings in 1994 and 1994 attended by
Huang and at which classified information
“might have been discussed,” according to
information released Tuesday.

Previously, the department disclosed 37 in-
telligence briefings Huang had attended
while a deputy assistant secretary.

Investigators for House Rules Committee
Chairman Gerald Solomon, R-Glens Falls,
say they also have tracked other dates in
which Huang received ‘‘secret’” documents,
then called the Los Angeles office of his
former employer, the Indonesian-based Lippo
Group.

Solomon has been investigating whether
Huang, who later became a vice chairman of
the Democratic National Committee, passed
any secrets to Chinese government and busi-
ness interests or to Lippo, a financial con-
glomerate with substantial interests in
China.

In addition, the Justice Department is in-
vestigating whether the Chinese government
plotted to influence U.S. elections last year
by funneling illegal contributions to can-
didates and parties.

Huang, who had a top-secret security
clearance while at the Commerce Depart-
ment, has broadly denied wrongdoing. But he
has refused to cooperate with congressional
investigators, citing his Fifth Amendment
right against self-incrimination. His lawyers
did not immediately return calls to their of-
fices Tuesday.

One week in May 1995 has stood out to in-
vestigators looking at Huang’s activities at
Commerce.

According to a summary prepared by Solo-
mon’s office, Huang received a document
classified ‘‘secret’” at 10 a.m. on May 4, 1995.
Four hours later, Huang had a 10-minute call
with Lippo’s office in Los Angeles.

On May 9, 1995, Huang had a meeting
scheduled with other senior Commerce offi-
cials on the “‘status of Dragongate,’”” a multi-
billion-dollar Taiwanese power plant project.
That afternoon, he made two short calls to
Lippo. Taiwan was one area of interest for
Huang.

The next day, Huang received additional
secret documents and made two short calls
to Lippo’s office in Los Angeles.

[From the Washington Times, May 1997]
SOLOMON: Is COSCO “‘STRATEGIC THREAT”’?
(By Rowan Scarborough)

A senior House Republican yesterday
asked Navy Secretary John H. Dalton to re-
port whether the Chinese Ocean Shipping Co.
(Cosco) represents a ‘‘global tactical or stra-
tegic threat’ to the Navy.

The effort by Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon,
chairman of the House Rules Committee, to
force the Navy to make an assessment is the
latest development in a campaign to block
Cosco from taking over the abandoned Long
Beach Naval Station in California.

“In order to understand the magnitude of
the growing threat of the PRC [People’s Re-
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public of China], I would like you to state
the U.S. Navy’s position on [Cosco],”” Mr.
Solomon, New York Republican, wrote in a
one-page letter to Mr. Dalton.

““‘Considering their potential world-wide in-
formation gathering capabilities, a history
as the delivery system of weapons of mass
destruction to terrorist countries and the
size of this fleet under direct control of the
communist regime—does Cosco pose a poten-
tial global tactical or strategic threat
against the U.S. Navy?”’

The Solomon letter represents a more spe-
cific question for the Navy. Before, congres-
sional inquiries have centered on whether
Cosco at Long Beach would be a regional
threat. The congressman wants to know if
Cosco, and its 600-ship fleet, poses a danger
to the Navy itself.

Mr. Solomon was one of the first in Con-
gress to speak out against the Chinese-Long
Beach connection.

“This is almost a caricature of Lenin’s pre-
diction that the West will hand the rope to
its Communist executioners,” he said March
10. ““The Clinton administration seems to be
going out of its way to help the most serious
threat to American security, the so-called
People’s Republic of China.”

Cosco plans to lease 144 acres to operate a
large container terminal, giving Beijing an
important beachhead in making Cosco one of
the world’s largest carriers.

Lawmakers in recent weeks have emerged
from closed-door intelligence briefings with
conflicting interpretations.

Conservatives who oppose the deal say the
intelligence shows Cosco is a tool of the Chi-
nese People’s Liberation Army, trafficking
in weapons of mass destruction to known
terrorist states such as Iran.

But local Long Beach legislators say the
briefings show Cosco is not a threat.

President Clinton personally backed the
city of Long Beach’s overture to Cosco, after
a commission had targeted the station for
closure as part of armed forces downsizing.

The negotiations occurred at a time China
is suspected of funneling millions of dollars
in illegal campaign contributions into the
United States in a government-sponsored op-
eration to influence the 1996 election.

Some Republicans wonder if there is a con-
nection between Cosco’s expansion plans and
the Democratic fund-raising scandal.

Reps. Duncan Hunter and Randy ‘“‘Duke”’
Cunningham, both California Republicans,
want to stop the Cosco-Long Beach marriage
through legislation attached to the 1998 de-
fense authorization bill. The House National
Security Committee is schedule to write the
bill next month.

However, the Cosco transaction may die
before the Navy officially transfers the prop-
erty to the city’s Harbor Commission.

A coalition of conservationists and history
buffs have filed suit to stop the project,
which calls for leveling every naval station
building.

A judge in Los Angeles has ordered the
city to terminate the Cosco lease and re-
evaluate the plan’s environmental impact.

The New York Times reported yesterday
that a Clinton appointee, Dorothy Robyn, in
November urged the preservationists to
abandon their effort to save any buildings.

Miss Robyn, who serves on the National
Economic Council, told the paper she made
the calls as a favor to Long Beach’s mayor.
She said she had no contacts with Cosco offi-
cials.

Meanwhile, Sen. John McCain, Arizona Re-
publican, has asked the Federal Maritime
Commission to report whether Cosco is
guilty of predatory pricing.
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[From the Washington Times, May 1997]
SOLOMON SEEKS DETAILS AS NUMBER OF
HUANG BRIEFINGS RISES
(By Jerry Seper)

The chairman of a House committee asked
Commerce Secretary William M. Daley yes-
terday to explain briefings in which former
Democratic fund-raiser John Huang may
have receive classified information at 146
separate meetings instead of the 37 origi-
nally claimed or the 109 later acknowledged.

In a letter, Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon, New
York Republican and chairman of the House
Rules Committee, also asked whether Presi-
dent Clinton or Vice President Al Gore at-
tended some of those briefings, which the
Commerce Department now says may have
taken place at the White House.

Mr. Solomon’s concerns were raised by a
May 9 letter from Mr. Daley, who sought to
explain published reports last month that
Mr. Huang, now at the center of the growing
campaign-finance scandal, received 109 clas-
sified intelligence briefings during his 18
months at Commerce, not the 37 previously
acknowledged.

Mr. Daley said a recheck of the records
showed that Mr. Huang received 37 ‘‘intel-
ligence briefings’” and may have attended 109
other meetings, including, some at the White
House, ‘“‘at which classified material might
have been discussed.” He said 70 of those
meetings were in 1994, and 39 were in 1995.

“These 109 meetings were not intelligence
briefings,”” Mr. Daley wrote, although he ac-
knowledged that classified information
might have been made available.

Mr. Solomon, who first questioned Mr.
Huang’s possible ties to national-security
violations and economic espionage and urged
the FBI to investigate, told Mr. Daley his
letter ‘‘begged more questions than it an-
swered.”’

“With great concern and no little irrita-
tion, 1 now discover that John Huang re-
ceived secret and top-secret information not
merely 37 times, as the Commerce Depart-
ment originally wanted Congress and the
American people to believe, but possibly as
many as 146 times,” he said, adding that the
questions surrounding Mr. Huang ‘‘have long
since gone beyond campaign financing to in-
clude possible espionage.”

“Until such time as Mr. Huang, who pled
the Fifth Amendment, agrees to return to
Washington and cooperate with Congress,
the information I'm requesting would be
helpful,” he said. “What’s more, some of
those meetings taking place at the White
House may have included the president and
vice president.”

He told Mr. Daley he wants a list of the 109
meetings at which classified material may
have been discussed.

Last month, Mr. Solomon asked Mr. Clin-
ton for a list of all meetings he had with Mr.
Huang, and explanation for Mr. Huang’s 1994
appointment as deputy assistant commerce
secretary for international economic policy
and a list of ‘“‘all meetings’ Mr. Huang had
with other White House officials.

Sources close to the Rules Committee said
Mr. Solomon is concerned about briefings in
which Mr. Huang received classified informa-
tion including documents stamped ‘‘secret,”
after which telephone logs show he made
calls to his previous employer, the Lippo
Group.

Phone logs show 70 calls by Mr. Huang to
Lippo Bank in Los Angeles and other calls to
prominent Arkansas businessmen and law-
yers with financial ties to Asia. The bank is
controlled by the Lippo Group, a $6.9 billion
conglomerate based in Indonesia. Mr. Huang
was vice chairman of the bank until his
Commerce appointment.

House investigators want to know how Mr.
Huang received a top-secret security clear-
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ance five months before he reported to Com-
merce. Such a clearance was explained in a
January 1994 memo as necessary ‘‘due to the
critical need for his expertise in the new ad-
ministration” of Commerce Secretary Ron-
ald H. Brown.

He also was issued a ‘‘consultant top-se-
cret’” security clearance after he resigned at
Commerce to become a fund-raiser at the
Democratic National Committee. That clear-
ance, issued in December 1995, remained in
effect until December 1996, although it is not
clear how he used it as a Democratic fund-
raiser.

Mr. Huang, who became a U.S. citizen in
1976, has not been available for comment but
previously denied any wrongdoing. He is be-
lieved to have returned to California.

SOLOMON QUESTIONS SECURITY AT FORMER

BASE

WASHINGTON.—A high-ranking Republican
lawmaker wants the Secretary of the Navy
to determine if a Chinese shipping company
seeking to lease a former naval base in
Southern California poses a national secu-
rity threat.

Rep. Gerald Solomon, R-Queensbury, wrote
to Secretary of the Navy John H. Dalton Fri-
day, asking if the Chinese Ocean Shipping
Co., known as COSCO, poses ‘“‘a potential
global tactical or strategic threat against
the U.S. Navy.”

Dan Amon, a spokesman for Solomon, said
the injury by the House Rules Committee
chairman is simply an attempt to resolve
controversy over COSCO’s proposed lease of
a $200 million shipping terminal to be build
at the former Long Beach Naval Station.

The Clinton administration supported the
city of Long Beach when it contacted the
Chinese government-owned COSCO about
leasing the naval base, which was a victim of
military downsizing. But two California Re-
publicans, Reps. Duncan Hunter and Randy
Cunningham, want to stop the deal with an
amendment to next year’s defense spending
bill. They say the lease will allow China to
spy and smuggle weapons.

The controversy comes as the Justice De-
partment investigates whether the Chinese
government tried to influence 1996 elections
with illegal campaign contributions

* * * * *

[From MSNBC, June 10, 1997]
HUANG MAY HAVE PASSED TRADE SECRETS
(By Robert Windrem)

WASHINGTON.—U.S. intelligence agencies
told the Senate Intelligence Committee last
month that they have found there is evi-
dence that former Assistant Commerce Sec-
retary John Huang ““collected”” and “‘passed’’
U.S. trade secrets on to his former bosses at
the multibillion-dollar Lippo Group of Indo-
nesia, NBC News has learned.

According to a congressional staffer famil-
iar with intelligence matters, the evidence
was picked up at a U.S. electronic eaves-
dropping site targeted on trans-Pacific com-
munications. The United States maintains
an extensive network of eavesdropping sites
around the Pacific Rim, from Yakima,
Wash., to Pine Gap, Australia.

Huang raised millions of dollars for the
Democratic National Committee from the
Asian-American community after he left the
Commerce Department in December 1995 to
work as a Democratic fund-raiser. He is the
focus of both congressional and Justice De-
partment investigations.

By all accounts, Huang was an instant suc-
cess, bringing in more cash from Asian-
Americans than had been given to any pre-
vious president. But on Oct. 18, 1996, Huang
was suspended from his job at the DNC after
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news surfaced that he had solicited a $250,000
South Korean donation in violation of U.S.
laws against foreign political contributions.
More questions were raised by Huang’s doz-
ens of visits to the White House in 199. It
could create a bad impression to have a fund-
raiser spending so much time in the White
House.

The congressional source said the focus of
U.S. intelligence efforts now is what Huang
did in the last few months of 1995 just before
leaving for the DNC. Congressional critics, in
particular Rep. Gerry Solomon, R-N.Y., have
noted various meetings and phone calls in
which Huang dealt with Lippo officials just
before or just after a Commerce Department
briefing.

One typical incident: According to phone
records and logs, Huang called Lippo’s Los
Angeles office on Sept. 19, 1995, at 2:45 p.m.,
just 15 minutes before a classified briefing.
After the briefing, at 5:34 p.m., he called
Lippo back.

[From the San Diego Union-Tribune, May 11,
1997]
NAVY ASKED TO RULE ON THREAT OF CHINESE
USING OLD BASE
(By Alice Ann Love)

WASHINGTON.—A high-ranking Republican
lawmaker wants the secretary of the Navy to
determine whether a Chinese shipping com-
pany seeking to lease a former naval base in
Southern California poses a national secu-
rity threat.

Rep. Gerald Solomon, R-N.Y., wrote to
Secretary of the Navy John Dalton on Fri-
day, asking whether the Chinese Ocean Ship-
ping Co., known as COSCO, poses ‘‘a poten-
tial global tactical or strategic threat
against the U.S. Navy.”

Dan Amon, a spokesman for Solomon, said
the inquiry by the House Rules Committee
chairman is an attempt to resolve con-
troversy over COSCO’s proposed lease of a
$200 million shipping terminal to be built at
the former Long Beach Naval Station.

President Clinton’s administration sup-
ported the city of Long Beach when the city
contacted the Chinese government-owned
COSCO about leasing the base, which was a
victim of military downsizing.

But two California Republicans, Reps.
Duncan Hunter of ElI Cajon and Randy
Cunningham of Escondido, want to stop the
deal with an amendment to next fiscal year’s
defense spending bill. They say the lease
would allow China to spy and smuggle weap-
ons.

The controversy comes as the Justice De-
partment investigates whether the Chinese
government tried to influence 1996 U.S. elec-
tions with illegal campaign contributions.

The Long Beach Harbor Commission says
the new lease to COSCO, which has had a
presence in the port for 16 years, would cre-
ate 1,600 construction jobs over 1% years, 600
permanent shipping jobs once completed and
several hundred jobs elsewhere in the city.

The port would receive about $20 million a
year in rent, while the city stands to reap
about $1 million in taxes annually.

Local resistance has also stalled the lease.
A group of Long Beach environmentalists
and preservationists opposes the deal, saying
historic buildings would be torn down.

Harbor commissioners face a hearing Tues-
day before a Los Angeles Superior Court
judge to prove that the project would comply
with state environmental laws.

[From the Los Angeles Times, June 13, 1997]

HUANG ACCUSED OF ESPIONAGE—SOLOMON
SAYS FUND RAISER SHARED CLASSIFIED IN-

FORMATION TO LIPPO GROUP

WASHINGTON—John Huang, the former
Clinton administration appointee and star



May 21, 1998

Democratic fundraiser, conveyed ‘‘classified
information” to the Indonesia-based Lippo
Group, Rep. Gerald Solomon alleged Thurs-
day.

Solomon, R-Queensbury, chairman of the
House Rules Committee, said he is aware of
electronically gathered evidence—presum-
ably telephone calls monitored by a U.S. in-
telligence agency—verifying that Huang re-
layed the information.

“l have received reports from government
sources that say there are electronic inter-
cepts which provide evidence confirming
what | suspected all along, that John Huang
committed economic espionage and breached
our national security by passing classified
information to his former employer, the
Lippo Group,” Solomon said.

The congressman and his aides declined to
elaborate. They would not say, for instance,
whether Solomon based his allegation on in-
formation provided directly by intelligence
or law enforcement officials. The congress-
man does not serve on either the House In-
telligence Committee or a separate panel
that has jurisdiction to investigate Huang’s
activities.

FBI Director Louis J. Freeh, in recent
weeks, has briefed members of the Senate
and House Intelligence committees about
the bureau’s ongoing investigation of Huang
and others. An FBI spokesman declined
Thursday to comment on any aspect of the
inquiry.

If Solomon’s allegation proves credible, it
would magnify the significance of the fund-
raising scandal that already besets both
President Clinton and Vice President Al
Gore.

Documents disclosed earlier by the Com-
merce Department show that Huang made
scores of calls on government phones to
Lippo offices in Los Angeles. Some of those
calls were made close to times when Huang
was scheduled to attend classified briefings
convened by the Commerce Department’s Of-
fice of Intelligence Liaison.

The possibility that Huang passed classi-
fied data to Lippo is especially sensitive be-
cause the conglomerate is closely aligned
with China.

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 1997]
CHINA, AFTER REQUEST FROM U.S., SEARCHES
FOR CAMPAIGN DONOR
(By a Wall Street Journal Staff Reporter)

SHANGHAI, China—Responding to a request
from Secretary of State Madeleine Albright,
Chinese authorities are looking for Charlie

Trie, an Arkansas-based restaurateur in-
volved in the U.S. campaign fund-raising
controversy.

Agents of China’s State Security Ministry
have made inquiries with people who may
have been in touch with Mr. Trie since he
came to this country, possibly to avoid ques-
tioning in the U.S. Some of those who were
contacted say the authorities didn’t appear
to know his location.

Mr. Trie, a Taiwan-born entrepreneur who
became close to Bill Clinton when they both
lived in Little Rock, Ark., owns a restaurant
in Beijing and has been involved in property
projects in Shanghai and other Chinese cit-
ies. He contributed heavily to Mr. Clinton’s
reelection campaign, and tried to give
$600,000 to the president’s legal defense fund.
(That money was rejected because of ques-
tions about the money’s origins.)

In June, Mr. Trie came to Shanghai for an
off-camera interview with NBC News, but ac-
quaintances say he isn’t living here.

Yesterday, Rep. Gerald Solomon (R., N.Y.)
disclosed that Mrs. Albright last week asked
the Chinese government to help find Mr.
Trie. The State Department instructed the
U.S. Embassy in Beijing to underscore that
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request, Barbara Larkin, assistant secretary
of state for legislative affairs, wrote in a let-
ter to Mr. Solomon.

[From the New York Times, July 23, 1997]

STATE DEPARTMENT ASKS CHINA TO HELP
FIND FORMER FUND-RAISER
(By Leslie Wayne)

WASHINGTON, July 23—Under pressure from
House campaign-finance investigators, the
State Department has asked the Chinese
Government to help locate Yah Lin Trie, a
central figure in the Democratic fund-raising
controversy, according to a State Depart-
ment letter released today.

The letter was made public by Representa-
tive Gerald B. H. Solomon, the New York re-
publican who heads the house Rules Commit-
tee and who is an outspoken critic of Demo-
cratic campaign fund-raising practices.

“l am pleased to inform you that, on July
14, the department communicated to the Chi-
nese Government your interest in determin-

ing Mr. Trie’s location,” said the letter,
which Mr. Solomon received earlier this
week.

It continued: “We informed the Chinese
Government that this is a high priority in
which Secretary Albright is personally inter-
ested. In order to emphasize the importance
we attach to this matter, we have also in-
structed our embassy in Beijing to commu-
nicate your request to the Chinese Govern-
ment there.”

Mr. Trie, a onetime Little Rock res-
taurateur and longtime friend of Mr. Clin-
ton, raised more than $645,000 in donations
that have been returned because of their
questionable origin. In addition, investiga-
tors are looking at $470,000 in money trans-
fers to Mr. Trie from an account in Macao.
They were made about the time he brought
cash donations to the Democratic Party or
money from donors who cannot be found.

Mr. Trie, a naturalized American citizen,
returned to China after the campaign finance
investigations began. He has refused to tes-
tify before Congressional investigators. In an
interview in Shanghai with NBC News in
June, Mr. Trie said he had no plans to return
to the United States.

“They’ll never find me,”’” he told NBC.

Three weeks ago the Clinton Administra-
tion said it preferred not to ask China for
help finding Mr. Trie, citing questions of
conflict of interest between the White House
and the Congressional investigation.

[From the Washington Times, July 23, 1997]

STATE DEPARTMENT ASKS CHINA TO HELP
LOCATE ELUSIVE TRIE
(By Jerry Seper)

The State Department has asked China for
help in finding Democratic fund-raiser
Charles Yah Lin Trie, a key figure in con-
gressional and Justice Department inves-
tigations into accusations that foreign gov-
ernments sought to influence the 1996 elec-
tions.

Barbara Larkin, assistant secretary of
state for legislative affairs, said in a letter
yesterday to Rep. Gerald B. H. Solomon,
chairman of the House Rules Committee,
that a request was made of the Chinese gov-
ernment on July 14, and that the U.S. Em-
bassy in Beijing would make a follow-up re-
quest in person.

““Secretary [Madeleine K.] Albright has re-
peatedly made clear her commitment to do
everything within her authority to assist
Congress in its investigations regarding al-
leged violations of federal campaign financ-
ing laws,”” Mrs. Larkin wrote. “We informed
the Chinese government this is a high prior-
ity in which Secretary Albright is personally
interested.”
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Mr. Trie disappeared in China after surfac-
ing in the campaign-finance probes of Con-
gress and the Justice Department. Mr. Solo-
mon asked the White House on July 3 for
help in finding him.

The New York Republican, who described
Mr. Trie as a key figure in Congress’ inquir-
ies, wants the department to assist congres-
sional investigators in locating and obtain-
ing evidence from the Arkansas business-
man. He has questioned Mr. Trie’s ties to the
fund-raising scandal and his relationships
with John Huang and Chinese arms dealer
Wang Jun, both White House visitors.

Mr. Trie, who was interviewed in Shanghai
by NBC’s ““Nightly News’’ but who has eluded
congressional and federal investigators, has
boasted he could hid in Asia for 10 years and
has said he had no plans to return to the
United States to answer questions by con-
gressional investigators.

A subpoena was issued for him in February
by the House Government Reform and Over-
sight Committee.

Mr. Trie, who ran a Chinese restaurant in
Little Rock near the Arkansas State House
where he first met Bill Clinton, then gov-
ernor, came to public notice after the Presi-
dent’s Legal Defense Fund announced it was
returning $640,000 in donations he collected.

The cash, delivered in two envelopes, was
returned when fund executives said they did
not know its source. The donations included
checks with signatures that matched those
on other checks and money orders numbered
sequentially but from different cities.

In a statement, Mr. Solomon said it was
“refreshing to see a Cabinet secretary in this
administration willing to take a strong per-
sonal interest in helping us get to the bot-
tom of such serious matters.”

Besides the Legal Defense Fund donations,
House investigators want to know what role
Mr. Trie played in getting Mr. Wang, chair-
man of China’s Poly Technologies Ltd., to a
White House meeting in February with Mr.
Clinton. Two months later, Poly Tech-
nologies, which makes weapons for the Chi-
nese military, was identified by U.S. Cus-
toms Service agents as a target in a sting op-
eration to deliver 2,000 AK-47s to the United
States.

White House records show Mr. Wang, as
Mr. Trie’s guest, met with Mr. Clinton at a
reception with several Democratic campaign
contributors. Mr. Huang arranged for Mr.
Trie to attend a White House coffee with Mr.
Clinton.

Mr. Solomon said that China could “‘easily
return Mr. Trie . . . if it had a will to do so.”
[From the New York Times, July 27, 1997]
SAVING FACEPOWDER
(By William Safire)

WASHINGTON—It was mid-October, the final
month of the 1996 Presidential campaign. A
column in this space titled “The Asian Con-
nection” had just appeared, followed the
next day by a front-page article about John
Huang’s fund-raising in The Wall Street
Journal. Though TV lagged, The L.A. Times
and New York Times were advancing the
story of illegal Asian money flowing into the
Democratic campaign.

But silence from the Republicans. Not only
were they not the original source of the
story, they offered little newsworthy reac-
tion. | ran into Haley Barbour, then chair-
man of the Republican National Committee,
campaigning in Birmingham, Ala., and put it
to him: Did he have a statement?

His reply: “This is something for Ross
Perot to hit hard.” That struck me as curi-
ous; why Perot, the third-party candidate—
why not Dole and Barbour? | put it down to
the Republican inability to react swiftly to
news.
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Now it comes clear. Haley must have been
worried that the Asian connection would
boomerang.

The Republican think tank he headed—an
adjunct to the R.N.C.—had in 1994 borrowed
$2 million on the collateral of Ambrous Tung
Young, a citizen of Taiwan.

Haley made the deal aboard a yacht in
Hong Kong and was reluctant at first to
blast Clinton for foreign fund-raising.

At the Thompson hearings, that G.O.P.
fund-raising chicken has come home to
roost. As usual, most media coverage of the

Barbour appearance centered on the
witness’s performance—*‘spirited,” “‘well-
prepared,’” ‘‘combative’’—and less on the evi-

dence of wrongdoing developed. We cover the
show but ignore the case.

The case is that a top Republican official
solicited a huge loan from a foreign national.
The millions traveled through an affiliated
think tank to the National Committee and—
because money is fungible—materially
helped G.O.P. political campaigns.

Barbour insists this shell game was legal;
if so, the law needs tightening. He borrowed
from a foreigner on the anticipation of a fa-
vorable 1.R.S. ruling on a think tank’s sta-
tus; that was foolish and—most damaging to
his reputation—politically debilitating. His
Republicans stiffed Mr. Young for half his
loan and now the R.N.C. must make him
whole.

The Asian lender used a colorful expression
to explain his loan: not just to gain influence
and access, but ‘““to put powder on my face.”
That usually derisive Chinese phrase—tu zhi
mo fen, “‘rouge and powder’’—means ‘“to hide
blemishes with makeup,’ its extended mean-
ing “‘to improve one’s image with superiors.”

That’s behind some foreign giving. But to
equate the one-time ethical lapse of a G.O.P.
campaign chief with the sustained, wide-
spread, and probably espionage-ridden mar-
riage of Asian money to the Clinton-Gore
White House is to fall for the ‘“‘everybody
does it”’ excuse.

“Everybody doesn’t do it,”” said Barbour
(meaning, ‘““Not everybody does it’’). He’s
right; the scale of the Clinton-Gore Great
Asian Access Sale is unprecedented, its pat-
tern of cover-up unique.

The White House-Commerce cover-up has
spread to the Justice Department. Lest cred-
ible evidence be developed by the Senate im-
plicating a ‘““‘covered person’ (Vice President
Gore), Janet Reno resisted allowing victim-
ized nuns to testify publicly. Not even Demo-
cratic senators could swallow that insult.

In the same way, when the House’s Burton
committee subpoenaed Justice Department
records of $700,000 in wire transfers from
Vietnam to an account in the Bank Indo-
Suez supposedly controlled by Ron Brown,
Justice responded three days later with a
subpoena for all Chairman Burton’s election
records.

Dan Burton is undeterred. His committee
will hire a D.C. superlawyer or former U.S.
Attorney as counsel this week.

Its staff is quietly taking depositions from
aides to White House chiefs of staff and now-
unprivileged counsel.

The vital power to depose witnesses under
oath was voted at the behest of House Rules
Chairman Gerry Solomon, who last week in-
duced Secretary of State Albright to help
bring Charlie Trie back from his Chinese
hideout. Solomon, first in Congress to blow
the whistle on espionage, gets few headlines
but gets results.

Republicans who make mistakes and try to
brazen their way out will get roughed up in
the investigations; that’s healthy.

But let us keep our eye on the main arena:
the Clinton-Gore sale of influence to agents
of Beijing.
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To AvoID SUCH A DISGRACE
(By William Safire)

If by the first week in October Attorney
General Janet Reno does not seek appoint-
ment of Independent Counsel, she may well
be the first Cabinet member since William
Belknap in 1876 to be impeached.

That is the clear import of three coordi-
nated letters, all dated Sept. 3 and delivered
to the Justice Department last week.

One is a 23-page missive signed by every
member of the majority of the House Judici-
ary Committee, delineating evidence that
Federal crimes may have been committed by
officials covered by the Independent Counsel
Act. The crimes include bribery, use of the
White House for political purposes, misuse of
tax-exempt organizations and extortion of
campaign contributions.

The second letter, from every member of
the majority of the House Rules Committee,
notes that the weak excuse given by Ms.
Reno for refusing to trigger the act—that
Vice President Gore’s solicitations from the
White House were only for ‘‘soft money’’—
had been shattered by the revelation that
the Democratic National Committee allo-
cated funds raised by Gore from Federal
property as ‘‘hard money’ for the Clinton-
Gore campaign.

Because Congressional committees do not
issue threats, a third letter came from an in-
dividual member, House Rules Chairman
Gerald Solomon, to inform her of the serious
consequences of her continued stone-walling

“With credible evidence reported by Mr.
Robert Woodward in today’s Washington
Post that Vice President Gore . . . may have
committed a felony,”” wrote Solomon. ‘I can
not conceive you can so willfully neglect
your duty . . . | should inform you that the
mood in Congress to remove you grows daily.

If it should ever come to that. Ms. Reno’s
best defense would be to blame the egregious
ineptitude of the vaunted ‘‘career profes-
sionals’” in what Justice laughably calls its
Public Integrity Section.

It is now 11 months since the Asian Con-
nection story broke. In all that time, it
never occurred to those humbling Justice bu-
reaucrats to travel a few blocks over to the
D.N.C. to find out if money raised from in-
side the White House was used to buy Clin-
ton-Gore commercials. They waited to read
about the crime in the Washington Post.
Their lame excuse: *“The focus of our ener-
gies was elsewhere.”

But those conflicted, slow-walking ‘‘ener-
gies” have not been focused on tracking
down and bringing back Little Rock’s Char-
lie Trie, a suspected dirty-money conduit
now lying low in Beijing. We rightly criticize
Whitewater Independent Counsel Ken Starr
for being slow; Clinton’s in-house Dependent
Counsel are hip-deep in Democratic molas-
ses.

The sad part of all this is that Reno and
Gore are paying the price for the political
fund-raising strategy set not by them but by
Bill Clinton in his infamous Sept. 13, 1995,
Oval Office sellout to Rlady, Huang and com-
pany.

Gore is a serious person, solid on foreign
affairs except for some global warming nut-
tiness, and | confess to liking and often ad-
miring him. But Clinton’s anything-goes po-
litical morality reduced Gore to describing
86 wrongful calls as ‘‘a few occasions.”” John
Huang, D.N.C. fund-raising vice chairman,
brought a Buddhist leader into Gore’s office
to arrange a temple event; the event ille-
gally raised $100,000; now Gore professes to
never have known it was a fund raiser.

But here’s a campaign memo from Gore’s
scheduler asking him to choose: give a
speech to a long Island Jewish group or ‘‘do
the two fundraisers in San Joe and LA.”
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Gore replies, “if we have already booked the
fundraisers then we have to decline.”” To call
that Buddhist fundraiser ‘‘community out-
reach’ takes a long reach.

Gore’s followers, who see him as a Clinton
with integrity, are circling the wagons, ex-
pecting two years of assault by Independent
Counsel when Reno chooses honor over im-
peachment. Martin Peretz, owner of the New
Republic, has just fired his editor-columnist,
the gutsily gifted Michael Kelly, for taking
too strong a stand against Clinton-Gore cam-
paign crimes.

But John Huang and Johnny Chung will be
flipped; Web Hubbell will be re-indicted and
Jim Guy Tucker convicted; House commit-
tees will surprise: the F.B.l. will shake its
shackles; media momentum will build; and
justice, despite the Department of Justice,
will be done.

[From the Washington Times, May 1997]
No MFN WITHOUT TRIE, SOLOMON HINTS—
URGES CLINTON TO PRESSURE CHINA
(By Jerry Seper)

The chairman of a House committee yes-
terday asked President Clinton to help find
Arkansas businessman Charles Yah Lin Trie,
who disappeared in China after surfacing in
Congress’ campaign finance probe, and he
suggested that China’s most-favored-nation
status could be in jeopardy if the president
refuses.

Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon, New York Re-
publican and chairman of the House Rules
Committee, said that because of Mr. Trie’s
ties to the growing fund-raising scandal and
his relationships with John Huang and Chi-
nese arms dealer Wang Jun, Mr. Clinton
should direct Secretary of State Madeleine
K. Albright to determine his whereabouts.

“If Mr. Trie is indeed in China, it is vital
he be returned before any renewal of the
most-favored-nation trading status even be
considered,” Mr. Solomon said. “That is not
to say the return of Mr. Trie would convince
me and a number of other members that re-
newing China’s MFN status is advisable, con-
sidering that nation’s performance in other
areas.

“But Congress also has the duty to inves-
tigate any undue influence on U.S.-China
policy, and Mr. Trie would be helpful in that
regard,” said Mr. Solomon, an outspoken op-
ponent of giving China MFN status.

Congress is scheduled to begin debate next
month on Mr. Clinton’s expected decision to
extend China’s most-favored-nation trading
status for another year. MFN status gives
China’s products low-tariff access to U.S.
markets, similar to those enjoyed by most
other U.S. trading partners. Revoking it
would price most Chinese products out of the
market.

White House Special Associate Counsel
Lanny J. Davis declined comment on the let-
ter, but said, ‘‘lI can state as a general mat-
ter, the president is fully committed to co-
operating with the congressional committees
and encourages others to do so.”

House investigators want to talk with Mr.
Trie, former Little Rock restaurateur and
Democratic National Committee fund-raiser,
about his delivery of $640,000 in questionable
contributions to Mr. Clinton’s legal-defense
fund. The contributions were later returned
when legal-defense fund investigators found
they could not establish the source of the
money, which included checks with signa-
tures that matched those on some other
checks, and money orders that were sequen-
tially numbered but purportedly came from
people in different cities.

They also want to know what role Mr. Trie
played in getting Mr. Wang, chairman of Chi-
na’s Poly Technologies Ltd., into a White
House reception last February with Mr. Clin-
ton. Two months after that reception, Poly
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Technologies, which makes weapons for the
Chinese military, was identified by U.S. Cus-
toms Service agents as a target in a sting op-
eration that had been about to deliver 2,000
AK-47s to U.S. criminals.

Mr. Wang, according to White House
records, met with Mr. Clinton at a reception
with several Democratic campaign contribu-
tors. The records show he was Mr. Trie’s
guest at the event.

Mr. Trie and Mr. Huang have been de-
scribed as longtime Arkansas friends of the
president. It was Mr. Huang who arranged for
Mr. Trie to attend a White House coffee with
Mr. Clinton. Both men are now at the center
of investigations by a Justice Department-
FBI task force and Congress into irregular-
ities involving money that was raised for Mr.
Clinton’s reelection and his legal-defense
fund.

Mr. Clinton, who appointed Mr. Trie to the
Commission on U.S. Pacific Trade and In-
vestment Policy in April 1996, has said he did
not know his longtime friend was collecting
money for his legal-defense fund until after
the fact.

Mr. Solomon said the Chinese government
could ““easily return Mr. Trie to the United
States if it had a will to do so,” and that re-
fusing a request by Mr. Clinton—through
Miss Albright—“would certainly raise even
more questions about any nation wanting
good relations with the United States.”’

Mr. Solomon also asked Mr. Clinton to
turn over any background reports or inves-
tigations the White House possesses regard-
ing Mr. Trie’s appointment to the Commis-
sion on U.S. Pacific Trade and Investment
Policy.

[From the Washington Post, July 17, 1997]

WAS JOHN HUANG DEBRIEFED?
(By Robert D. Novak)

A previously missing government form
that should have indicated whether John
Huang was debriefed by a security officer be-
fore the left the Commerce Department two
years ago turned up last Friday. But the
place where the now infamous Democratic
fund-raiser was supposed to have signed is
blank.

Any government official with top-secret
access—Deputy Assistant Secretary of Com-
merce Huang included—must attest to the
return of all classified information when de-
briefed as he leaves the government. But
Huang’s unsigned debriefing document un-
derlines questions about what he did with
government secrets and how well they were
protected.

Complete answers can come only from in-
vestigators with subpoena powers. Contrary
to the White House mantra, current Senate
hearings concern much more than campaign
finance reform—such as Huang’s security
clearance, dubious on its face. Immediately
following CIA briefings, Huang would regu-
larly contact the Chinese Embassy. Yet,
even after resigning from the government
and going to the Democratic National Com-
mittee (DNC), he received another security
clearance. The CIA, which had given him
documents, was not alerted to Huang’s
change of status.

Under the Freedom of Information Act, the
conservative weekly Human Events several
weeks ago obtained from the Commerce De-
partment Huang’s ‘‘Separation Clearance
Certificate,” noting that his ‘“‘effective date
of separation’” was Jan. 17, 1995 (though he
actually went to the DNC in December).
Commerce officials signed the document on
Jan. 22, noting Huang’s return of government
charge cards, his parking permit and his dip-
lomatic passport. ‘“‘Security debriefing and
credentials’ was noted and signed by a Com-
merce Department security officer named
Robert W. Mack.
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At that debriefing, Huang should have
signed a Standard Form 312 acknowledging
return of classified material. But an official
Commerce spokesman told Human Events
editor Terrence Jeffrey two weeks ago: “The
recollection of our security personnel is that
he [Huang] was debriefed but that a Stand-
ard Form 312 has not been located.”

What’s more, there are indications it was
never given to congressional investigating
committees. On July 3, Rep. Jerry Solomon
(R-N.Y.), chairman of the House Rules Com-
mittee, wrote Commerce Secretary William
Daley demanding the Form 312 by July 9.

That deadlines came and went, but late on
Friday, July 11, the pieces of paper was dis-
patched to Solomon. It showed that on July
18, 1994, Huang signed for his security brief-
ing. But Huang never signed the debriefing
acknowledgement that “‘I have returned all
classified information in my custody.”

If security officer Mack signed off for the
debriefing, why didn’t Huang? ‘“‘For reasons
that we have not determined,” Commerce
press officer Maria Cardona told me. | called
Mack himself, but he said he could not reply.
“When you’re as low on the totem pole as |
am . . .” he said, trailing off.

However, an unsigned Commerce document
of Dec. 9, 1996, supplied to Solomon earlier
this year, quotes Mack as saying that “‘he
personally briefed Huang and had him sign a
SF-312"" in July 1994 but adds: ‘“Mack has no
recall of the debriefing” the following Janu-
ary. The memorandum continues that ‘“‘he
does recall’” a call from a high-ranking offi-
cial ‘““to make sure that Huang did not lose
his top-secret clearance’” but kept it as a
“‘consultant.”

““Mack said to the best of his knowledge,
Huang never worked as a consultant, but
DISCO [Defense Industrial Security Clear-
ance Office] did issue a top-secret clearance
to Huang. . . . DISCO has never been notified
to cancel the clearance,”” the memo contin-
ued. The memo writer said the clearance,
issued on Dec. 14, 1995, was still valid on Dec.
9, 1996.

Yet another mysterious document: Com-
merce security officer Richard Duncan—
Mack’s colleague—on Feb. 13, 1995, wrote an
internal memo listing Huang among other
officials as signing SF-312s. Was this an at-
tempt to create a paper trail?

This is the curious conclusion of John
Huang’s access to secret information. It
began with the official request Jan. 31, 1994
that the required background investigation
for Huang be waived because of ‘“the critical
need for his expertise . . . by Secretary [Ron]
Brown.” When Huang resigned a year later,
Assistant Secretary Charles Meissner pro-
posed the consultant’s role, in order for
Huang to retain access to classified docu-
ments. Brown and Meissner both perished in
the tragic plane crash in Croatia, but their
patronage of John Huang remains a fit sub-
ject for scrutiny.

[From Time Warner Pathfinder, Nov. 4, 1997]
INQUIRY SOUGHT INTO CHINA STOCKS
(By Marcy Gordon, AP Business Writer)

WASHINGTON (AP).—A senior congressman
wants an investigation of the possibility
that China may be skirting U.S. disclosure
laws in sales of stock in its big government-
owned companies.

Rep. Gerald Solomon, R-N.Y., who heads
the House Rules Committee, recently told
the chairman of the Securities and Exchange
Commission, Arthur Levitt Jr., that the Chi-
nese actions represent ‘“‘a potential threat to
our country.”

He urged Levitt to take appropriate ac-
tion, possibly including an investigation.

At issue is the sale to U.S. investors a
chunk of giant state-owned China Telecom.
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Its special New York shares began trading on

the New York Stock Exchange on Oct. 22.

In an Oct. 20 letter to Levitt, Solomon
cited a Bloomberg News story that quoted
China’s communications minister as saying
the government would ease accounting rules
to boost China Telecom’s profits.

The statement by Wu Jichuan came in
mid-October as shares of companies backed
by China plunged on the Hong Kong stock
market.

Solomon called Wu’s reported statement
““cynical, manipulative and direct evidence
of fraud.”

“The highest priority of American securi-
ties law is to provide accurate information
to the American investor, and (China’s) ac-
tions flout that objective,”” he wrote Levitt.

The lawmaker expressed similar concerns
about two other government-owned compa-
nies, China Southern Airlines and Beijing
Enterprises, which also are expected to sell
special shares in the United States.

At the same time, Solomon and Sen. Lauch
Faircloth, R-N.C., are pushing House and
Senate bills that would establish a new Of-
fice of National Security within the SEC to
monitor foreign involvement in U.S. securi-
ties markets, financial institutions and pen-
sion funds. The legislation doesn’t name any
countries specifically.

Solomon is to testify Wednesday at a hear-
ing on the issue by the Senate Banking sub-
committee on financial institutions.

SEC spokesman Christopher Ullman de-
clined comment on Solomon’s letters to
Levitt and the proposed legislation. Spokes-
men at the Chinese Embassy didn’t imme-
diately return a telephone call seeking com-
ment.

[From the Washington Times, November

1997]

17 IN HOUSE WANT CLINTON IMPEACHED—BARR
LEADS CHARGE TO FORCE HYDE TO BEGIN
INQUIRY

(By Mary Ann Akers)

The House Rules Committee yesterday
took the first step toward initiating im-
peachment proceedings against President
Clinton after 17 House conservatives raised
the issue in a formal resolution.

Talk of impeachment, which was laughed
off by the White House and dismissed as in-
credible even by most Republicans, was
sparked by Rep. Bob Barr, Georgia Repub-
lican. His resolution calls for an “‘inquiry of
impeachment’ on everything from the 1996
campaign fund-raising scandal to the FBI
files and White House travel office issues.

“l believe William Jefferson Clinton . . .
has violated the rule of law, and however dif-
ficult it may be to go down the dark tunnel
of impeachment, at the end of the tunnel
there is light,”” Mr. Barr said.

Although the resolution has little chance
of passing the House or making its way to
the House Judiciary Committee for a formal
review of impeachment, it is still likely to
spark yet another line of investigation of the
White House—this time by the Rules Com-
mittee.

Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon, New York Re-
publican and chairman of the panel, indi-
cated he would hold hearings soon relating
to ‘“the matter of the president and others in
their  potential illegal activities as
custodians of the executive branch of the
United States.”” He did not set a date.

This investigation would be parallel to the
one being conducted by the House Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Committee
under Rep. Dan Burton, Indiana Republican.

Mr. Barr’s plan was to have his resolution
go to the Rules Committee first, then to the
Judiciary Committee, which has jurisdiction
over impeachment proceedings, and finally
to the House floor.
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But House Judiciary Chairman Henry J.
Hyde, Illinois Republican, made it clear yes-
terday that he wants no part of the impeach-
ment inquiry and disagreed with Mr. Barr’s
assessment that the current fund-raising
scandal is as serious as Watergate.

“The state of play is quite different now
than it was then,” Mr. Hyde said.

Among the differences Mr. Hyde noted:
President Nixon’s approval ratings were very
low; two former attorneys general, John
Mitchell and Richard Kleindienst, along with
Mr. Nixon’s general counsel, John Dean, had
been convicted of felonies; Mr. Nixon himself
had been named an unindicted co-conspira-
tor; and a rash of other administration offi-
cials had either pleaded guilty to crimes or
been forced to resign.

By contrast, Mr. Clinton has been enjoying
unusually high approval ratings lately, no
one in his administration has been indicted
for anything relating to fund raising and the
ongoing Justice Department or congres-
sional probes have not yet demonstrated
that crimes were committed by anyone in
the Clinton administration.

“Impeachment is a very political act. It is
a Draconian act, and ultimately it must be a
bipartisan act,”” Mr. Hyde said.

Only one president in U.S. history has ever
been impeached—Andrew Johnson in 1868 for
firing his secretary of war without cause and
without consent of the Senate.

House Republican leaders, meanwhile, in-
dicated they were not as actively behind the
impeachment inquiry resolution as Mr. Barr
had implied to reporters.

“The speaker is aware of what we’re doing
here today, is supportive of it,”” Mr. Barr
said. But a spokeswoman for House Speaker
Newt Gingrich, Georgia Republican, said
only, ‘““‘Speaker Gingrich is aware of Mr.
Barr’s resolution and feels it quite sobering
that 17 members find this appropriate.”

At the White House, Mr. Clinton said of
Mr. Barr, ‘‘He’s always had a rather extreme
view of these things.”

White House Press Secretary Michael
McCurry added: ‘““In any body of 535 people,
there will always be a denominator that’s
lowest. And we’ve seen this from Barr before.
. . . Every time things get a little quiet on
the [scandal] inquiry front, he pops off about
impeachment to get you all excited.”

WHITE WATER—CHINA HAWKS WARN OF
BEIJING’S BONDS
(By Timothy W. Maier)

The China hawks are armed with a get-
tough-on-China bill that could limit Bei-
jing’s access to the U.S. capital market. The
bill, called the U.S. Market Securities Act,
sailed through a Senate Banking subcommit-
tee last month and now is traveling full-
speed ahead for a possible vote next year in
the House and Senate.

Supporters say the measure takes the first
step in providing both national-security pro-
tection and a safeguard for taxpayers by cre-
ating a screening process at the Securities
Exchange Commission, or SEC, to monitor
fund-raising activities of companies with
ties to Beijing. Opponents say it will be an
expensive federal regulatory nightmare that
won’t work.

But to Wall Street’s dismay, the legisla-
tion is gathering strong support on Capitol
Hill. The China hawks claim Beijing fails to
disclose its business dealings with military
enterprises. They fear that of the funds being
raised by the Chinese communist regime,
close to $7 billion from bonds, may be finding
their way into the arms of the People’s Lib-
eration Army, or PLA—the same army that
rolled tanks into Tiananmen Square to crush
a pro-democracy demonstration in 1989.

The U.S. Treasury Department does not re-
strict foreign countries from the bond mar-
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ket unless they are subject to embargo or
trade sanctions, even if a national-security
concern exists. The legislation doesn’t sit
too well with Wall Street. Economists warn
that the day the bill is passed the Hong Kong
flu that rocked the American stock market
two days before the subcommittee held hear-
ings on it will return with a vengeance.

A temporary market setback, however un-
likely, is a small price to pay to ensure na-
tional security, says Roger Robinson, a sen-
ior director of international economic affairs
at the National Security Council under
President Reagan and one of the principal
architects of the bill. “If China is not doing
the wrong thing, it has nothing to worry
about,” he insists. “All we want is a list of
names. The American people have inquiring
minds and they want to know. What we want
to know is who were the funders and suppli-
ers that paid for weapons of mass destruc-
tion now held by Irag. We can’t answer that
because we don’t know.”’

Charles Wolf, dean of the Rand Institute’s
graduate school of political studies, doesn’t
buy the story that the money is supporting
missiles for the PLA. Wolf says, ‘““The hawks
start the premise by saying China is doing as
much as they can get away with, but that’s
like asking, How many angels can sit on the
head of a pin? There is some indirect borrow-
ing or some indirect leakage to the military,
but it is not all that big a deal. What is a big
deal is pursuing military modernization, es-
pecially the Russians. But that’s something
the intelligence agencies and military should
do. | don’t think that is the purview of the
SEC.”

But Robinson points to China Inter-
national Trust and Investment Corp., or
CITIC, which is run by kaffeeklatsch guest
and PLA arms dealer Wang Jun, to show it’s
not the amount of money but the potentially
devastating quality of some of these weap-
ons. For example, CITIC received $800 mil-
lion from 15 bonds, and some of those funds
may have drifted into Wang’s weapons com-
pany, Poly Technologies—which last year
was caught smuggling 2,000 AK-47 assault ri-
fles to California street gangs and which
tried to sell rockets capable of bringing down
jetliners.

“How would we feel if a street gang shot
down a national airliner?”” Robinson asks.
“When you have the wrong management
with the wrong reporting structure and not a
true corporate identity, you have the ingre-
dients in today’s information and technology
age for world-class incidents and national-se-
curity challenges.”

Leading the charge that is gaining consid-
erable support on Capitol Hill are Senate
Banking subcommittee on Financial Institu-
tions and Regulatory Relief chairman Lauch
Faircloth of North Carolina and House Rules
Chairman Gerald Solomon of New York. The
bill these conservative Republicans intro-
duced in the Senate and House also asks the
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp., a federal
agency, to issue annual reports on com-
munist China’s securities that are held in
the portfolios of pension funds—a protection
for the American taxpayer.

On Nov. 5, Solomon spelled out the signifi-
cance of the bill be predicting economic war-
fare soon will supersede more-traditional
forms of conflict. “With the emergence of
the new global economy creating
megamergers involving many foreign con-
glomerates, some of which are reported to
involve international Mafia connections and
drug-cartel monies, this Office of National
Security within the SEC is an absolute must.
In other words, we need a special watchdog
agency specifically committed to making
sure no entity can engineer fluctuations that
could bring our markets down.”

And Faircloth tells Insight the bill simply
is trying to protect the hard-earned savings
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of the American taxpayer. “We must take
steps to ensure that the average American
investor enjoys the same market protection
abroad that he does here stateside,” Fair-
cloth says. ‘“‘In other words, the American
investment must be alerted to the insider
trading, adulterated disclosure and manipu-
lated accounting standards commonly prac-
ticed in the debt and equity markets of coun-
tries such as China. Further, the American
people need to be aware that through their
pension and mutual-fund investments they
may be unwittingly supporting the mod-
ernization of the Chinese military.”

The bill has bipartisan support from the

left-wing, Berkeley-based environmental
watchdog group International Rivers Net-
work, or IRN. The group last month

launched an advertising blitz calling on
American investors to order their fund man-
agers to dump all investments tied with Chi-
na’s State Development Bank, which is be-
hind the huge Three Gorges Dam project.
IRN Executive Director Owen Lammers calls
it one of the ‘“largest and most environ-
mentally and socially destructive projects
on Earth,” claiming it will not improve flood
control or provide the electrical power need-
ed but instead will displace 1.9 million peo-
ple. “We’re asking investors to tell their
fund managers to get out of those bonds sup-
porting this,”” Lammers tells Insight.

Investors probably have very little idea
about how the money is spent based on the
perspectives the Beijing banks provide. The
State Development Bank supplies a list of 10
projects under development and less than 200
words about the Three Gorges Dam. “They
technically disguise this project claiming it
will cost $30 billion but unofficially will like-
ly cost $75 billion because they are building
a dam that would stretch from Boston to
New York,” Lammers says.

Insight also obtained hundreds of pages of
SEC documents involving other Chinese
companies, and what is apparent is what is
not present. Red Chinese entities are short
on specifics and background information, es-
pecially regarding Wang Jun and his ties to
the military. The lack of detailed
prospectuses is one of the reasons why Ran-
dolph Shih Shung Quon, a Chinese-American
financial consultant who worked in Hong
Kong as an adviser to the Chinese Central
Bank from 1993 to 1995, is demanding that
the SEC investigate Beijing’s offerings un-
derwritten by some leading investment firms
such as Goldman Sachs & Co. and Morgan
Stanley, Dean Witter, Discover & Co. The
SEC is not commenting.

Quon wants to know why foreign countries
such as the People’s Republic of China are
not held to the same threshold of disclosure
as American companies. Now based in Wash-
ington at the Free Congress Foundation, a
conservative think tank, Quon claims he fled
to the United States after reporting fraudu-
lent activities among the Beijing
princelings’ children. “Whether the Chinese
government can be trusted to play by the
rules, | have serious doubts,” Quon tells In-
sight. “This is the time to lay down the law
in Asia. There is no level playing field. They
are like 19th-century barons.”

Quon, who testified at the subcommittee
hearings, called for SEC investigations into
several high-profile stock and bond deals
claiming disclosure violations. For example,
he says that just before the $4.2 billion China
Telecom offering Wu Jichuan, communist
China’s minister of posts and telecommuni-
cations, stated the government soon would
hand over valuable assets to the new com-
pany. Wu also declared he would allow China
Telecom to book certain networks that nor-
mally would go through state companies. In
addition, Quon notes the China Telecom pro-
spectus filed with the SEC failed to disclose



May 21, 1998

Hong Kong billionaire Li Kashing had been
found to be involved in an insider-trading
scheme and that Li controlled companies
that in turn controlled 10 percent of China
Telecom.

Michael J. Evans, managing director of
Goldman Sachs, the firm that handled the
offering, did not return repeated phone mes-
sages left at his offices in Hong Kong, Lon-
don and New York. However, Evans has
claimed in other interviews that his firm fol-
lowed the letter and spirit of U.S. securities
law, that Wu only repeated points made in
the China Telecom prospectus and that any
fee adjustments would have to be reviewed
by SEC.

Some economists and Wall Street watchers
warn that the legislative proposal creates a
costly layer of bureaucracy and is impossible
to enforce because, they argue, once funds go
to a state-owned company, Beijing still could
covertly divert the money to the PLA. “This
is a chapter out of Alice in Wonderland,”
says Steve Hanke, a professor of economics
at Johns Hopkins and former Reagan eco-
nomic adviser. ‘““I can’t conceive how you
would make certain the money would stay in
state-owned enterprises. Even if it could be
done, would it make any difference? The an-
swer is no.”

Hanke says the money just would be fun-
neled from another source and there is no
possible way to monitor every single dollar.
“This is a full-employment bill for bureau-
cratic parasites that want to be doing some-
thing. It’s jobs for the boys—for the bureau-
crats in Washington who want to regulate
something that is over China. The effect of
this bill in China? You couldn’t find it on the
radar screen. You won’t have any effect in
what’s going on in China. The administrative
expense will cost us and it will cost them.
It’s going to raise the cost of Chinese doing
business. It will be more difficult to make
these bond issues.” v. . . . Intelligence spe-
cialists including Robinson strongly disagree
with Hanke’s evaluation, claiming this sim-
ply could be done with one person plugging
names into a computer and sending informa-
tion to Congress for intelligence reviews.

“The idea that it is some costly process is
rubbish,” insists Robinson, who President
Reagan credited as being ‘‘the architect of a
security-minded and cohesive U.S. East-West
economic policy.” If it is done, Robinson pre-
dicts huge defaults that ultimately would be
paid by U.S. taxpayers.

To understand the seriousness of the situa-
tion, one must look no further than Beijing’s
major banks, which effectively are bankrupt
because of $90 billion in nonperforming
loans, says Robinson. Beijing acknowledges
that 20 percent of all the bank loans have
turned sour, although most analysts say that
is an underestimate. Consider the recent
bank failure in Japan—triggered by 8 percent
nonperforming loans. The People’s Republic
of China has a banking crisis, with U.S. tax-
payers potentially picking up the bill, Rob-
inson says.

The Economist refers to these banks as
“‘unstable and mired in debt,” because the
““banks’ senior executives rarely are given
reliable information by their loan officers.”
Peter Schweizer, a scholar at the Hoover In-
stitution, says investing in bonds issued by
these banks could be a disaster waiting to
happen. “U.S. pension funds and individuals
who have invested in these bonds could end
up holding worthless paper,” he says.

Is Red China’s debt really cause for con-
cern? Tom Byrne, vice president and senior
analyst at Moodys’ Investors Service in New
York, tells Insight he thinks the debt is
manageable. “‘It is a major problem, but un-
like other countries external borrowing is
fairly well-controlled,” Byrne says. ‘“‘Long-
term borrowing is fairly tight and the short-

term debt is at a reasonable level. They have
controlled it, and they have sent out signals
that they will continue to control it.”

Robinson counters, ‘I received the same
assurances about the Soviet Union that Mos-
cow’s debt was entirely manageable. They
said | was overreacting then. Well, what was
the epilogue? Very simply, roughly $100 bil-
lion in Soviet debt to Western governments
was lost in a 25-year rescheduling.”

What did the Soviet Union do with all that
U.S. cash? They made their attack sub-
marines quieter and enhanced their range so
that now ‘‘they can threaten every American
city with no advance warning sign,” Robin-
son says.

But there is a significant difference be-
tween Russia and China in these matters be-
cause, unlike bank loans, the bonds cannot
be rescheduled. Instead, if it can’t pay the
debt, Beijing simply will default—forcing
U.S. taxpayers to bail it out.

The whole Asian picture is cause for alarm
in light of recent events with more than $100
billion in bailouts already expected. South
Korea leads the pack with $50 billion; Indo-
nesia is at $37 billion; Thailand, $17 billion;
and Malaysia at $10 billion. The United
States is responsible for bailing out 25 per-
cent of it. Now throw Beijing into that pic-
ture and the result 10 years from now could
be another $100 billion bailout.

And disclosure may be imperfect, Robinson
admits. But he says a do-nothing approach
could bankrupt the future of American chil-
dren even as our money and credits, aid and
trade, are used to finance building Red China
into a military superpower. ‘“Taken alone,
the widespread proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction and ballistic-missile deliv-
ery systems constitutes a sufficient argu-
ment for the establishment of an Office of
National Security at the SEC,” Robinson
says. ‘‘After all, foreign governments are by
far the largest category of proliferators—but
you may be certain the American people will
not want to discover in the future that their
leaders bankrupted them to fund enemies in
an epic global tragedy.”

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

The resolution is considered read for
amendment.

Pursuant to House Resolution 436,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 342, nays 69,
answered ‘“‘present’” 12, not voting 10,
as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 177]
YEAS—342

Abercrombie Baldacci Bass
Aderholt Ballenger Bentsen
Allen Barcia Bereuter
Archer Barr Berry
Armey Barrett (NE) Bilbray
Bachus Barrett (WI) Bilirakis
Baesler Bartlett Blagojevich
Baker Barton Bliley
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Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLauro
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham

Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger

Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI1)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim

King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
Mclntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
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Myrick

Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Obey

Ortiz

Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Pascrell
Paul

Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes

Riggs

Riley

Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce

Ryun

Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
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Tiahrt Watkins White
Tierney Watts (OK) Whitfield
Traficant Waxman Wicker
Turner Weldon (FL) Wise
Upton Weldon (PA) Wolf
Walsh Weller Young (AK)
Wamp Weygand Young (FL)
NAYS—69
Ackerman Hinchey Owens
Andrews Jackson (IL) Pastor
Becerra Jackson-Lee Payne
Bonior (TX) Pickett
Brady (PA) Jefferson Rangel
Brown (CA) Johnson, E. B. Rodriguez
Brown (FL) Kennedy (MA) Roybal-Allard
Brown (OH) Lee Rush
Carson Levin Scott
Clay Lewis (GA) Serrano
Clyburn Markey Skaggs
Conyers Martinez Slaughter
Cummings Matsui Stark
DeGette McDermott Stokes
Delahunt McKinney Thompson
Deutsch Meek (FL) Towns
Dicks Millender- Velazquez
Engel McDonald Vento
Fattah Miller (CA) Visclosky
Fazio Moran (VA) Waters
Filner Murtha Wexler
Furse Nadler Wynn
Hastings (FL) Oberstar Yates
Hilliard Olver

ANSWERED ““PRESENT”—12

Berman Frank (MA) Sanchez
Bishop Kind (WI) Tauscher
Clayton Maloney (NY) Watt (NC)
DeFazio McGovern Woolsey
NOT VOTING—10
Bateman Johnson, Sam Pelosi
Franks (NJ) McDade Torres
Gonzalez Meeks (NY)
Harman Parker
0O 1447
Messrs. THOMPSON, CUMMINGS,

MORAN of Virginia and OBERSTAR
and Ms. McKINNEY changed their vote
from “‘aye’ to ‘“no.”

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut, Ms.
McCCARTHY of Missouri, and Messrs.
HINOJOSA, ROTHMAN, COSTELLO
and MANTON changed their vote from
““no’ to “‘aye.”

Mr. WATT of North Carolina and
Mrs. CLAYTON changed their vote
from *“no’’ to “‘present.”’

Mrs. MALONEY of New York and Ms.
WOOLSEY changed their vote from
‘‘aye’ to “‘present.”’

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

CERTIFICATION OF COOPERATION
BY POLAND, HUNGARY, AND THE
CZECH REPUBLIC WITH U.S. EF-
FORTS REGARDING OBTAINING
ACCOUNTING OF CAPTURED AND
MISSING U.S. PERSONNEL—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. Doc. No.
105-256)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE) laid before the House the
following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, without objection, referred to the
Committee on International Relations
and ordered to be printed.

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the resolution of

advice and consent to the ratification
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of the Protocols to the North Atlantic
Treaty of 1949 on the Accession of Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic,
adopted by the Senate of the United
States on April 30, 1998, | hereby cer-
tify to the Congress that, in connection
with Condition (5), each of the govern-
ments of Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic are fully cooperating
with United States efforts to obtain
the fullest possible accounting of cap-
tured and missing U.S. personnel from
past military conflicts or Cold War in-
cidents, to include (A) facilitating full
access to relevant archival material,
and (B) identifying individuals who
may possess knowledge relative to cap-
tured and missing U.S. personnel, and
encouraging such individuals to speak
with United States Government offi-
cials.
WiLLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 21, 1998.

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF MEM-
BER AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 94

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
name as a cosponsor for H.R. 94, the
Volunteer Firefighter and Rescue
Squad Worker Protect Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

DEEMING THOMAS AMENDMENT
NO. 41 TO HAVE BEEN INCLUDED
AS LAST AMENDMENT IN PART
D OF HOUSE REPORT 105-544
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 3616, NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that during further
consideration of H.R. 3616, pursuant to
House Resolution 441, that the Thomas
amendment presently at the desk be
deemed to have been included as the
last amendment printed in Part D of
House Report 105-544.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Part D Amendment No. 41 offered by Mr.
THOMAS:

At the end of title XXXIV (page 373, after
line 2), insert the following new section:

SEC. 3408. TREATMENT OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA
CLAIM REGARDING NAVAL PETRO-
LEUM RESERVE NUMBERED 1.

Section 3415(b) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public
Law 104-106; 10 U.S.C. 7420 note) is amended
by striking out the first sentence and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: ‘““Amounts
in the contingent fund shall be available for
paying a claim described in subsection (a) in
accordance with the terms of, and the pay-
ment schedule contained in, the Settlement
Agreement entered into between the State of
California and the Department of Energy,
dated October 11, 1996, and supplemented on
December 10, 1997. The Secretary shall mod-
ify the Settlement Agreement to negate the
requirements of the Settlement Agreement
with respect to the request for and appro-
priation of funds.”.

The
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 441 and rule
XXIIl, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 3616.

0O 1452
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
3616) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1999 for military activities
of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for
fiscal year 1999, and for other purposes,
with Mr. PEASE (Chairman pro tem-
pore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole House rose on Wednes-
day, May 20, 1998, amendment No. 3
printed in Part B of House report 105-
544 had been disposed of.

PART D AMENDMENTS EN BLOC, AS MODIFIED,

OFFERED BY MR. SPENCE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | offer
amendments en bloc, as modified.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments en bloc and re-
port the modifications.

The text of the amendments en bloc
is as follows:

Part D amendments en bloc offered
by Mr. SPENCE:

Part D amendment No. 1 offered by Mr.
BRYANTt:

At the end of title X (page 234, after line 4),
insert the following new section:

SEC. 1044. CLARIFICATION OF STATE AUTHORITY
TO TAX COMPENSATION PAID TO
CERTAIN EMPLOYEES.

(a) LIMITATION ON STATE AUTHORITY TO
TAX COMPENSATION PAID TO INDIVIDUALS PER-
FORMING SERVICES AT FORT CAMPBELL, KEN-
TUCKY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 4 of title 4,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“§115. Limitation on State authority to tax
compensation paid to individuals perform-
ing services at Fort Campbell, Kentucky

“Pay and compensation paid to an individ-
ual for personal services at Fort Campbell,
Kentucky, shall be subject to taxation by
the State or any political subdivision thereof
of which such employee is a resident.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 4 of title 4, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

““115. Limitation on State authority to tax
compensation paid to individ-
uals performing services at
Fort Campbell, Kentucky.”.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to pay
and compensation paid after the date of the
enactment of this Act.
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(b) CLARIFICATION OF STATE AUTHORITY TO
TAX COMPENSATION PAID TO CERTAIN FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 111 of title 4,
United States Code, is amended—

(A) by inserting “‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—"" be-
fore ““The United States” the first place it
appears, and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

““‘(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES EMPLOYED AT FEDERAL HYDRO-
ELECTRIC FACILITIES LOCATED ON THE COLUM-
BIA RIVER.—Pay or compensation paid by the
United States for personal services as an em-
ployee of the United States at a hydro-
electric facility—

““(1) which is owned by the United States,

“(2) which is located on the Columbia
River, and

“(3) portions of which are within the
States of Oregon and Washington,

shall be subject to taxation by the State or
any political subdivision thereof of which
such employee is a resident.

““(c) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES EMPLOYED AT FEDERAL HYDRO-
ELECTRIC FACILITIES LOCATED ON THE Mis-
SOURI RIVER.—Pay or compensation paid by
the United States for personal services as an
employee of the United States at a hydro-
electric facility—

““(1) which is owned by the United States,

““(2) which is located on the Missouri River,
and

“(3) portions of which are within the
States of South Dakota and Nebraska,

shall be subject to taxation by the State or
any political subdivision thereof of which
such employee is a resident.”.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this subsection shall apply to pay
and compensation paid after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

Part D amendment No. 2 offered by
Mr. CUNNINGHAM:

Strike out section 2812 (page 299, beginning
line 1), and insert the following new section:
SEC. 2812, OUTDOOR RECREATION DEVELOP-

MENT ON MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
FOR DISABLED VETERANS, MILI-
TARY DEPENDENTS WITH DISABIL-
ITIES, AND OTHER PERSONS WITH
DISABILITIES.

(a) AcCESsS ENHANCEMENT.—Section 103 of
the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670c) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
sections:

““(b) ACCESS FOR DISABLED VETERANS, MILI-
TARY DEPENDENTS WITH DISABILITIES, AND
OTHER PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES.—(1) In
developing facilities and conducting pro-
grams for public outdoor recreation at mili-
tary installations, consistent with the pri-
mary military mission of the installations,
the Secretary of Defense shall ensure, to the
extent reasonably practicable, that outdoor
recreation opportunities (including fishing,
hunting, trapping, wildlife viewing, boating,
and camping) made available to the public
also provide access for persons described in
paragraph (2) when topographic, vegetative,
and water resources allow access for such
persons without substantial modification to
the natural environment.

“(2) Persons referred to in paragraph (1)
are the following:

““(A) Disabled veterans.

“(B) Military dependents with disabilities.

““(C) Other persons with disabilities, when
access to a military installation for such
persons and other civilians is not otherwise
restricted.

““(3) The Secretary of Defense shall carry
out this subsection in consultation with the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, national serv-
ice, military, and veterans organizations,
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and sporting organizations in the private
sector that participate in outdoor recreation
projects for persons described in paragraph
2).

‘“(c) ACCEPTANCE OF DONATIONS.—INn con-
nection with the facilities and programs for
public outdoor recreation at military instal-
lations, in particular the requirement under
subsection (b) to provide access for persons
described in paragraph (2) of such subsection,
the Secretary of Defense may accept—

““(1) the voluntary services of individuals
and organizations; and

‘“(2) donations of money or property,
whether real, personal, mixed, tangible, or
intangible.

““(d) TREATMENT OF VOLUNTEERS.—A volun-
teer under subsection (c) shall not be consid-
ered to be a Federal employee and shall not
be subject to the provisions of law relating
to Federal employment, including those re-
lating to hours of work, rates of compensa-
tion, leave, unemployment compensation,
and Federal employee benefits, except that—

‘(1) for the purposes of the tort claims pro-
visions of chapter 171 of title 28, United
States Code, the volunteer shall be consid-
ered to be a Federal employee; and

““(2) for the purposes of subchapter | of
chapter 81 of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to compensation to Federal employees
for work injuries, the volunteer shall be con-
sidered to be an employee, as defined in sec-
tion 8101(1)(B) of title 5, United States Code,
and the provisions of such subchapter shall
apply.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Such section
is further amended by striking out ‘‘SEC.
103.”” and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

“SEC. 103. PROGRAM FOR PUBLIC OUTDOOR
RECREATION.

‘‘(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—"".

Part D amendment No. 3 offered by Mr.
UNDERWOOD:

At the end of section 653(e) (page 183, line
7), insert the following: “The report shall be
submitted not later than six months after
the date of the enactment of this Act and
shall include, in addition to the -certifi-
cation, a description of the system used to
recover from commercial carriers the costs
incurred by the Department under such
amendments.”.

Part D amendment No. 4 offered by Mr.
TRAFICANT:

At the end of title VIII (page 199, after line
25), insert the following new section:

SEC. 804. TIME FOR SUBMISSION OF ANNUAL RE-
PORT RELATING TO BUY AMERICAN
ACT.

Section 827 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public
Law 104-201; 110 Stat. 2611; 41 U.S.C. 10b-3) is
amended by striking out ‘90 days’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘60 days’’.

Part D amendment No. 5 offered by Mr.
TRAFICANT:

At the end of title X (page 234, after line 4),
insert the following new section:

SEC. 1044. REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE BURIAL
FLAGS WHOLLY PRODUCED IN THE
UNITED STATES.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Section 2301 of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

“(f)(1) Any flag furnished pursuant to this
section shall be wholly produced in the
United States.

““(2) For the purpose of paragraph (1), the
term ‘wholly produced’ means—

““(A) the materials and components of the
flag are entirely grown, manufactured, or
created in the United States;
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“(B) the processing (including spinning,
weaving, dyeing, and finishing) of such mate-
rials and components is entirely performed
in the United States; and

“(C) the manufacture and assembling of
such materials and components into the flag
is entirely performed in the United States.”.

(b) EFFeECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to flags
furnished by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs under section 2301 of title 38, United
States Code, after September 30, 1998.

Part D amendment No. 6 offered by Mr.
TRAFICANT:

At the end of part Il of subtitle D of title
XXVIIl (page 320, after line 11), insert the
following new section:

SEC. 2843. LAND CONVEYANCE, NAVAL AND MA-
RINE CORPS RESERVE FACILITY,
YOUNGSTOWN, OHIO.

(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-
retary of the Navy may convey, without con-
sideration, to the City of Youngstown, Ohio
(in this section referred to as the “City”’), all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to a parcel of excess real property, in-
cluding improvements thereon, that is lo-
cated at 315 East Laclede Avenue in Youngs-
town, Ohio, and is the location of a Naval
and Marine Corps Reserve facility.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the convey-
ance under subsection (a) is to permit the
City to use the parcel for educational pur-
poses.

(c) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the real
property to be conveyed under subsection (a)
shall be determined by a survey satisfactory
to the Secretary. The cost of the survey
shall be borne by the City.

(d) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary may require such additional
terms and conditions in connection with the
conveyance under subsection (a) as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to protect the
interests of the United States.

Part D amendment No. 7 offered by Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland and Mr. SOLOMON:

At the end of title X (page 234, after line 4),
insert the following new section:

SEC. . INVESTIGATION OF ACTIONS RELATING
TO 174TH FIGHTER WING OF NEW
YORK AIR NATIONAL GUARD.

(a) INVESTIGATION.—The Inspector General
of the Department of Defense shall inves-
tigate the grounding of the 174th Fighter
Wing of the New York Air National Guard
and the subsequent dismissal, demotion, or
reassignment of 12 decorated combat pilots
of that wing.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the In-
spector General shall submit to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services of the Senate and the
Committee on National Security of the
House of Representatives a report describing
the results of the investigation under sub-
section (a).

Part D amendment No. 8 offered by Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts and Mr. SISISKY:

At the end of title XII (page 253, after line
3), insert the following new section:

SEC. 1206. LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS FOR COST
OF NATO EXPANSION.

(a) The amount spent by the United States
as its share of the total cost to North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization member nations of
the admission of new member nations to the
North American Treaty Organization may
not exceed 10 percent of the cost of expan-
sion or a total of $2,000,000,000, whichever is
less, for fiscal years 1999 through 2011.

(b) If at any time during the period speci-
fied in subsection (a), the United States’
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share of the total cost of expanding the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization exceeds
10 percent, no further United States funds
may be expended for the costs of such expan-
sion until that percentage is reduced to
below 10 percent.

Part D amendment No. 9 offered by Mr.
HoBSON:

At the end of title VII (page 197, after line
5) insert the following new sections:

SEC. 726. REQUIREMENT THAT MILITARY PHYSI-
CIANS POSSESS UNRESTRICTED LI-
CENSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1094(a) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

““(3) In the case of a physician under the ju-
risdiction of the Secretary of a military de-
partment, such physician may not provide
health care as a physician under this chapter
unless the current license of the physician is
an unrestricted license which is not subject
to limitation on the scope of practice ordi-
narily granted to other physicians for a simi-
lar specialty by the jurisdiction that granted
the license.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 727. ESTABLISHMENT OF MECHANISM FOR
ENSURING COMPLETION BY MILI-
TARY PHYSICIANS OF CONTINUING
MEDICAL EDUCATION REQUIRE-
MENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 55 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 1094 the following new section:
“§1094a. Mechanism for monitoring of com-

pletion of Continuing Medical Education

requirements

“The Secretary of Defense shall establish a
mechanism for the purpose of ensuring that
each person under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of a military department who pro-
vides health care under this chapter as a
physician completes the Continuing Medical
Education requirements applicable to the
physician.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:

‘“1094a. Mechanism for monitoring of com-
pletion of Continuing Medical
Education requirements.””.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 1094a of title
10, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (@), shall take effect on the date that
is three years after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

Part D amendment No. 10 offered by Mrs.
MALONEY of New York:

At the end of subtitle D of title VI (page
178, after line 20), insert the following new
section:

SEC. 642. REVISION TO COMPUTATION OF RE-
TIRED PAY FOR ENLISTED MEMBERS
WHO ARE REDUCED IN GRADE BE-
FORE RETIREMENT.

(a) PRE-SEPTEMBER 8, 1980 MEMBERS.—Sec-
tion 1406(i) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (2):

““(2) EXCEPTION FOR MEMBERS REDUCED IN
GRADE.—Paragraph (1) does not apply in the
case of a member who after serving as the
senior enlisted member of an armed force is
reduced in grade as the result of a court-
martial sentence, nonjudicial punishment, or
other administrative process, as determined
by the Secretary concerned.”.

(b) POST-SEPTEMBER 7, 1980 MEMBERS.—
Section 1407 of such title is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:
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“(f) LIMITATION FOR ENLISTED MEMBERS RE-
DUCED IN GRADE.—

‘“(1) BASIC PAY DISREGARDED FOR GRADES
ABOVE GRADE TO WHICH REDUCTION IN GRADE IS
MADE.—In computing the high-three average
of a retired enlisted member who has been
reduced in grade, the amount of basic pay to
which the member was entitled for any cov-
ered pre-reduction month (or to which the
member would have been entitled if serving
on active duty during that month, in the
case of a member entitled to retired under
pay under section 12731 of this title) shall
(for the purposes of such computation) be
deemed to be the rate of basic pay to which
the member would have been entitled for
that month if the member had served on ac-
tive duty during that month in the grade to
which the reduction in grade was made.

““(2) DEFINITIONS.—InN this subsection:

““(A) RETIRED ENLISTED MEMBER WHO HAS
BEEN REDUCED IN GRADE.—The term ‘retired
enlisted member who has been reduced in
grade’ means a member or former member
who—

““(i) retires in an enlisted grade, transfers
to the Fleet Reserve or Fleet Marine Corps
Reserve, or becomes entitled to retired pay
under chapter 12731 after last serving in an
enlisted grade; and

“(ii) had at any time previously been re-
duced in grade as the result of a court-mar-
tial sentence, nonjudicial punishment, or
other administrative process, as determined
by the Secretary concerned.

‘“(B) COVERED PRE-REDUCTION MONTH DE-
FINED.—The term ‘covered pre-reduction
month’ means, in the case of a retired en-
listed member who has been reduced in
grade, a month of service of the member be-
fore the reduction in grade of the member
during which the member served in a grade
higher than the grade to which the reduction
in grade was made.”".

(¢) EFFecTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply in the
case of a member who is reduced in grade by
sentence of a court-martial only in the case
of a court-martial conviction on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act. Sub-
section (f) of section 1407 of title 10, United
States Code, as added by the amendment
made by subsection (b), shall not apply to
the retired or retainer pay of any person who
becomes entitled to that pay before the date
of the enactment of this Act.

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subsection (e)
of section 1407 of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by striking out ‘*high-36 average
shall be computed” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘high-three average shall be com-
puted under subsection (c)(1)”.

Part D amendment No. 11 offered by Mr.
MARKEY:

At the end of title XXXI (page 363, after
line 5), insert the following new section:

SEC. 3154. PROHIBITION ON USE OF TRITIUM
PRODUCED IN FACILITIES LICENSED
UNDER THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT
FOR NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE PUR-
POSES.

(A) PRoOHIBITION.—Section 57(e) of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2077(e))
is amended by inserting after ‘‘section 11,”
the following: “‘or tritium”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 108
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 2138) is amended by in-
serting ‘“‘or tritium’ after ‘‘special nuclear
material”’ in the second and third sentences
each place it appears.

Part D amendment No. 12 offered by Mr.
STENHOLM and Mr. THUNE:

At the end of title VII of the bill (page 197,
after line 5), insert the following new sec-
tion:
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SECTION 726. PROPOSAL ON ESTABLISHMENT OF
APPEALS PROCESS FOR

CLAIMCHECK DENIALS AND REVIEW
OF CLAIMCHECK SYSTEM.

Not later than November 1, 1998, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to Congress a
proposal to establish an appeals process in
cases of denials through the ClaimCheck
computer software system of claims by civil-
ian providers for payment for health care
services provided under the TRICARE pro-
gram.

Part D amendment No. 14 offered by Mr.
MCKEON:

At the end of title X (page 234, after line 4),
insert the following new section:

SEC. 1044. FACILITATION OF OPERATIONS AT ED-
WARDS AIR FORCE BASE, CALIFOR-
NIA.

(a) FACILITATION OF OPERATIONS.—The Sec-
retary of the Air Force may, in order to fa-
cilitate implementation of the Edwards Air
Force Base Alliance Agreement, authorize
equipment, facilities, personnel, and other
resources available to the Air Force at Ed-
wards Air Force Base to be used in such
manner as the Secretary considers appro-
priate for the efficient operation and support
of either or both of the organizations that
are parties to that agreement without regard
to the provisions of section 1535 of title 31,
United States Code (and any regulations of
the Department of Defense prescribed under
that section).

(b) PRESERVATION OF FINANCIAL INTEGRITY
OF FUNDsS.—The Secretary shall carry out
subsection (a) so as to preserve the financial
integrity of funds appropriated to the De-
partment of the Air Force and the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

(c) EDWARDS AIR FORCE BASE ALLIANCE
AGREEMENT.—For purposes of this section,
the term “Edwards Air Force Base Alliance
Agreement’” means the agreement entered
into in May 1995, between the commander of
the Air Force Flight Test Center and the di-
rector of the Dryden Flight Research Center
of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, both of which are located at
Edwards Air Force Base, California, to de-
velop and sustain a working relationship be-
tween the two organizations to improve the
efficiency of the operations of both organiza-
tions while preserving the unique missions of
both organizations.

(d) DELEGATION.—The authority of the Sec-
retary under this section may be delegated,
at the Secretary’s discretion, to the com-
mander of the Air Force Flight Test Center,
Edwards Air Force Base, California.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than May 1, 1999,
the Secretary of Defense and the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration shall submit to Congress a
joint report on the implementation of this
section.

Part D amendment No. 15 offered by Mr.
HUNTER:

At the end of title XII (page 253, after line
3), insert the following new section:

SEC. 1206. COMMODITY JURISDICTION FOR SAT-
ELLITE EXPORTS.

(a) CONTROL ON MUNITIONS LiIST.—AIl sat-
ellites of United States origin, including
commercial satellites and satellite compo-
nents, shall be placed on the United States
Munitions List, and the export of such sat-
ellites shall be controlled under the Arms
Export Control Act, effective 60 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) REGULATIONS.—Regulations to carry
out subsection (a) shall be issued within 60
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Part D amendment No. 16 offered by Mr.
SPENCE:
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At the end of subtitle D of title X (page 228,
after line 13), insert the following new sec-
tion:
SEC. . TRANSMISSION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH

REPORTS PROVIDING CONGRESS
WITH CLASSIFIED SUMMARIES OF
ARMS CONTROL DEVELOPMENTS.

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Direc-
tor of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency (or the Secretary of State, if the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency be-
comes an element of the Department of
State) shall transmit to Congress on a peri-
odic basis reports containing classified sum-
maries of arms control developments.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—The reports re-
quired by subsection (a) shall include infor-
mation reflecting the activities of forums es-
tablished to consider issues relating to trea-
ty implementation and treaty compliance,
including the Joint Compliance and Inspec-
tion Commission, the Joint Verification
Commission, the Open Skies Consultative
Commission, the Standing Consultative
Commission, and the Joint Consultative
Group.

Part D amendment No. 17 offered by Mr.
SESSIONS:

At the end of subtitle D of title 111 (page 67,
after line 3), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 340. BEST COMMERCIAL INVENTORY PRAC-
TICES FOR MANAGEMENT OF SEC-
ONDARY SUPPLY ITEMS.

(a) DEVELOPMENT AND SUBMISSION OF
SCHEDULE.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of each military department shall de-
velop and submit to Congress a schedule for
implementing within the military depart-
ment, for secondary supply items managed
by that military department, inventory
practices identified by the Secretary as
being the best commercial inventory prac-
tices for the acquisition and distribution of
such supply items consistent with military
requirements. The schedule shall provide for
the implementation of such practices to be
completed not later than five years after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘best commercial inventory
practice” includes cellular repair processes,
use of third-party logistics providers, and
any other practice that the Secretary of the
military department determines will enable
the military department to reduce inventory
levels and holding costs while improving the
responsiveness of the supply system to user
needs.

(c) GAO REPORTS ON MILITARY DEPART-
MENT AND DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY SCHED-
ULES.—(1) Not later than 240 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall submit to Congress a
report evaluating the extent to which the
Secretary of each military department has
complied with the requirements of this sec-
tion.

(2) Not later than 18 months after the date
on which the Director of the Defense Logis-
tics Agency submits to Congress a schedule
for implementing best commercial inventory
practices under section 395 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1998 (Public Law 105-85; 111 Stat. 1718; 10
U.S.C. 2458 note), the Comptroller General
shall submit to Congress an evaluation of
the extent to which best commercial inven-
tory practices are being implemented in the
Defense Logistics Agency in accordance with
that schedule.

Part D amendment No. 18 offered by Mr.
GIBBONS:

At the end of title XII (page 253, after line
3), insert the following new section:
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SEC. 1206. RELEASE OF EXPORT INFORMATION
HELD BY THE DEPARTMENT OF
COMMERCE FOR PURPOSE OF NA-
TIONAL SECURITY ASSESSMENTS.

(&) RELEASE OF EXPORT INFORMATION.—The
Secretary of Commerce shall transmit any
information relating to exports that is held
by the Department of Commerce and is re-
quested by the officials designated in sub-
section (b) for the purpose of assessing na-
tional security risks. The Secretary of Com-
merce shall transmit such information with-
in 5 days after receiving a written request
for such information. Information referred to
in this section includes—

(1) export licenses, and information on ex-
ports that were carried out under an export
license issued by the Department of Com-
merce; and

(2) information collected by the Depart-
ment of Commerce on exports from the
United States that were carried out without
an export license.

(b) REQUESTING OFFICIALS.—The officials
referred to in subsection (a) are the Director
of Central Intelligence, the Secretary of De-
fense, and the Secretary of Energy. The Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, the Secretary
of Defense, and the Secretary of Energy may
delegate to other officials within their re-
spective agency and departments the author-
ity to request information under subsection
(b).

Part D amendment No. 21 offered by Mr.
HUNTER and Mr. JONES:

At the end of title X (page 234, after line 4),
insert the following new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING TAX
TREATMENT OF PRINCIPAL RESI-
DENCE OF MEMBERS OF ARMED
FORCES WHILE AWAY FROM HOME
ON ACTIVE DUTY.

It is the sense of Congress that a member
of the Armed Forces should be treated as
using property as a principal residence dur-
ing any period that the member (or the
member’s spouse) is serving on extended ac-
tive duty with the Armed Forces, but only if
the member used the property as a principal
residence for any period during or before the
period of extended active duty.

Part D amendment No. 23 offered by Mr.
WELDON of Florida:

At the end of title X (page 234, after line 4),
insert the following new section:

SEC.—. OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND UP-
GRADE OF AIR FORCE SPACE
LAUNCH FACILITIES.

Funds appropriated pursuant to the au-
thorizations of appropriations in this Act for
the operation, maintenance, or upgrade of
the Western Space Launch Facilities of the
Department of the Air Force (Program Ele-
ment 35181F) and the Eastern Space Launch
Facilities of the Department of the Air Force
(Program Element 351821F) may not be obli-
gated for any other purpose.

Part D amendment No. 24 offered by Mr.
BARR of Georgia:

At the end of subtitle C of title X (page 227,
after line 14), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 1023. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING ES-
TABLISHMENT OF COUNTER-DRUG
CENTER IN PANAMA.

In anticipation of the closure of all United
States military installations in Panama by
December 31, 1999, it is the sense of Congress
that the Secretary of Defense, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, should con-
tinue negotiations with the Government of
Panama for the establishment in Panama of
a counter-drug center to be used by the
Armed Forces of the United States in co-
operation with Panamanian forces and mili-
tary personnel of other friendly nations.
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Part D amendment No. 25 offered by Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington:

At the end of subtitle C of title XXXI (page
356, after line 14), insert the following new
section:

SEC. 3136. HANFORD TANK CLEANUP PROGRAM
REFORMS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF RIVER
PROTECTION.—The Secretary of Energy shall
establish an office at the Hanford Reserva-
tion, Richland, Washington, to be known as
the “‘Office of River Protection’.

(b) MANAGEMENT.—The Office shall be
headed by a senior official of the Department
of Energy, who shall be responsible for man-
aging all aspects of the Tank Waste Remedi-
ation System (also referred to as the Hanford
Tank Farm operations), including those por-
tions under privatization contracts, of the
Department of Energy at the Hanford Res-
ervation. The Office shall be responsible for
developing the integrated management plan
under subsection (d).

(c) DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES.—The Secretary of Energy shall—

(1) provide the manager of the Office of
River Protection with the resources and per-
sonnel necessary to manage the tank waste
privatization program in an efficient and
streamlined manner; and

(2) establish a five-member advisory com-
mittee, including the manager of the Rich-
land operations office and a representative of
the Office of Privatization and Contract Re-
form, to advise the Office.

(d) INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT PLAN.—Not
later than 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Energy
shall submit to the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate and the Committee on
National Security of the House of Represent-
atives an integrated management plan for all
aspects of the Hanford Tank Farm oper-
ations, including the roles, responsibilities,
and reporting relationships of the Office of
River Protection. In developing the plan, the
Secretary shall consider the extent to which
the Office should be physically and adminis-
tratively separate from the Richland oper-
ations office.

(e) REPORT.—After the Office of River Pro-
tection has been in operation for two years,
the Secretary of Energy shall submit to Con-
gress a report on the success of the Tank
Waste Remediation System and the Office in
improving the management structure of the
Department of Energy.

(f) TERMINATION.—The Office of River Pro-
tection shall terminate after it has been in
operation for five years, unless the Secretary
of Energy determines that such termination
would disrupt effective management of Han-
ford Tank Farm operations. The Secretary
shall inform the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices of the Senate and the Committee on Na-
tional Security of the House of Representa-
tives of this determination in writing.

Part D amendment No. 26 offered by Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington:

At the end of title XXXI (page 363, after
line 5), insert the following new section:

SEC. 3154. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGE-
MENT AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
TRAINING PROGRAM.

The Secretary of Energy may enter into
partnership arrangements with Federal and
non-Federal entities to share the costs of op-
erating the hazardous materials manage-
ment and hazardous materials emergency re-
sponse training program authorized under
section 3140(a) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public
Law 103-337; 108 Stat. 3088). Such arrange-
ments may include the exchange of equip-
ment and services, in lieu of payment for the
training program.

Part D amendment No. 27 offered by Mrs.
FOWLER:
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At the end of title IX (page 217, before line
20), insert the following new section:
SEC. 910. ANNUAL REPORT ON INDIVIDUALS EM-
PLOYED IN PRIVATE SECTOR WHO
PROVIDE SERVICES UNDER CON-
TRACT FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 131 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

“§2222. Information system to track quantity
and value of non-Federal services

““(@a) IMPLEMENTATION OF SYSTEM.—The
Secretary of Defense shall implement an in-
formation system for the collection and re-
porting of information by the Secretaries of
the military departments, Directors of the
Defense Agencies, and heads of other DOD
organizations concerning the quantity and
value of non-Federal services they acquired.
The system shall be designed to provide in-
formation, for the Department of Defense as
a whole and for each DOD organization, con-
cerning the following:

‘(1) The number of workyears performed
by individuals employed by non-Federal en-
tities providing goods and services under
contracts of the Department of Defense.

““(2) The labor costs to the Department of
Defense under the contracts associated with
the performance of those workyears.

““(3) The value of the goods and services
procured by the Department of Defense from
non-Federal entities.

““(4) The appropriations associated with the
contracts for those goods and services.

“(5) The Federal supply class or service
code associated with those contracts.

‘“(6) The major organization element con-
tracting for the goods and services.

““(b) ANNUAL REPORTS TO SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE.—Not later than February 1 of each
year, the head of each DOD organization
shall submit to the Secretary of Defense a
report detailing the quantity and value of
non-Federal services obtained by that orga-
nization. The report shall be developed from
the system under subsection (a) and shall
contain the following:

““(1) The total amount paid during the pre-
ceding fiscal year to obtain goods and serv-
ices provided under contracts, expressed in
dollars and as a percentage of the total budg-
et of that organization, and shown by appro-
priation account or revolving fund, by Fed-
eral supply class or service code, and by any
major organizational element under the au-
thority of the head of that organization.

““(2) The total number of workyears per-
formed during the preceding fiscal year by
employees of non-Federal entities providing
goods and services under contract, shown by
appropriation account or revolving fund, by
Federal supply class or service code, and by
any major organizational element under the
authority of the head of that organization.

““(3) A detailed discussion of the methodol-
ogy used under the system to derive the data
provided in the report.

“(c) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESSs.—Not
later than February 15 of each year, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to Congress a
report containing all of the information con-
cerning the quantity and value of non-Fed-
eral services obtained by the Department of
Defense as shown in the reports submitted to
the Secretary for that year under subsection
(b). The Secretary shall include in that re-
port the information provided by each DOD
organization under subsection (b) without re-
vision from the manner in which it is sub-
mitted to the Secretary by the head of that
organization.

‘“(d) DEVELOPMENT OF INFORMATION.—(1)
The Secretary of Defense may prescribe reg-
ulations to require contractors providing
goods and services to the Department of De-
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fense to include on invoices submitted to the

Secretary or head of a DOD organization re-

sponsible for such contracts the number of

hours of labor attributable to the contract
for which the invoice is submitted.

““(2) The Secretary shall require that each
DOD organization provide information for
the information system under subsection (a)
and the annual report under subsection (b) in
as uniform manner as practicable.

‘“(e) ASSESSMENT BY COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL.—(1) The Comptroller General shall
conduct a review of the report of the Sec-
retary of Defense under subsection (c) each
year and shall—

““(A) assess the appropriateness of the
methodology used by the Secretary and the
DOD organizations in deriving the informa-
tion provided to Congress in the report; and

‘“(B) assess the accuracy of the information
provided to Congress in the report.

““(2) Not later than 90 days after the date
on which the Secretary submits to Congress
the report required under subsection (e) for
any year, the Comptroller General shall sub-
mit to Congress the Comptroller General’s
report containing the results of the review
for that year under paragraph (1).

‘“(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

““(1) The term ‘DOD organization’ means—

““(A) the Office of the Secretary of Defense;

““(B) each military department;

““(C) the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the uni-
fied and specified commands;

‘(D) each Defense Agency; and

““(E) each Department of Defense Field Ac-
tivity.

“(2) The term ‘workyear’ means the pri-
vate sector equivalent to the total number of
hours of labor that an individual employed
on a full-time equivalent basis by the Fed-
eral Government performs in a given year.

““(3) The term ‘contract’ has the meaning
given such term in parts 34, 35, 36, and 37 of
title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

‘“(4) The term ‘labor costs’ means all com-
pensation costs for personal services as de-
fined in part 31 of title 48, Code of Federal
Regulations.

“(5) The term ‘major organizational ele-
ment’ means an organization within a De-
fense Agency or military department that is
headed by a Senior Executive Service official
(or military equivalent) and that contains a
contract administration office (as defined in
part 2 of title 48, Code of Federal Regula-
tions).

*“(6) The term ‘Federal supply class or serv-
ice code’ is the functional code prescribed by
section 253.204-70 of the Department of De-
fense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement, as determined by the first char-
acter of such code.

““(f) CONSTRUCTION OF SECTION.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall ensure that the provi-
sions of this section are construed broadly so
as enable accurate and full accounting for
the volume and costs associated with con-
tractor support of the Department of De-
fense.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:

‘2222. Information system to track quantity
and value of non-Federal serv-
ices.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The system required
by subsection (a) of section 2222 of title 10,
United States Code, as added by subsection
(a), shall be implemented not later than one
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Part D amendment
BISHOP:

At the end of subtitle B of title VI (page
176, after line 2), insert the following new
section:

No. 28 offered Mr.
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SEC. __. HARDSHIP DUTY PAY.

(a) DuTYy FOR WHICH PAY AUTHORIZED.—
Subsection (a) of section 305 of title 37,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out “‘on duty at a location” and all that fol-
lows and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘perform-
ing duty in the United States or outside the
United States that is designated by the Sec-
retary of Defense as hardship duty.”.

(b) REPEAL OF EXCEPTION FOR MEMBERS RE-
CEIVING CAREER SEA PAY.—Subsection (c) of
such section is repealed.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Sub-
sections (b) and (d) of such section are
amended by striking out ‘““hardship duty lo-
cation pay’” and inserting in lieu thereof
““hardship duty pay”’.

(2) Subsection (d) of such section is redes-
ignated as subsection (c).

(3) The heading for such section is amended
by striking out “location”.

(4) Section 907(d) of title 37, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘‘duty at a
hardship duty location’” and inserting in lieu
thereof “hardship duty’’.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat-
ing to section 305 in the table of sections at
the beginning of chapter 5 of such title is
amended to read as follows:

“305. Special pay: hardship duty pay.”.

Part D amendment No. 29 offered by Mr.
BILBRAY:

At the end of title X (page 234, after line 4),
insert the following new section:

SEC. __. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING NEW
PARENT SUPPORT PROGRAM AND
MILITARY FAMILIES.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the New Parent Support Program that
was begun as a pilot program of the Marine
Corps at Camp Pendleton, California, has
been an effective tool in curbing family vio-
lence within the military community;

(2) such program is a model for future pro-
grams throughout the Marine Corps, the
Navy, and the Army; and

(3) in light of the pressures and strains
placed upon military families and the bene-
fits of the New Parent Support Program in
helping these high ‘“‘at-risk’ families, the
Department of Defense should seek ways to
ensure that in future fiscal years funds are
made available for those programs for each
of the Armed Forces in amounts sufficient to
meet requirements for those programs.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con-
gress a report on the New Parent Support
Program of the Department of Defense. The
Secretary shall include in the report the fol-
lowing:

(1) A description of how the Army, Navy,
Air Force, and Marine Corps are each imple-
menting a New Parent Support Program and
how each such program is organized.

(2) A description of how the implementa-
tion of programs for the Army, Navy, and
Air Force compare to the fully implemented
Marine Corps program.

(3) The number of installations that each
service has scheduled to receive support for
the New Parent Support Program.

(4) The number of installations delayed in
providing the program.

(5) The number of programs terminated.

(6) The number of programs with reduced
support.

(7) The funding provided for those pro-
grams for each of the four services for each
of fiscal years 1994 through 1998 and the
amount projected to be provided for those
programs for fiscal year 1999 and, if the
amount provided for any of those programs
for any such year is less that the amount
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needed to fully fund for that program for
that year, an explanation of the reasons for
the shortfall.

Part D amendment No. 30 offered by Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania:

At the end of subtitle B of title Il (page 24,
after line 25), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 214. NEXT GENERATION
GRAM.

(a) FUNDING.—Of the funds authorized to be
appropriated under section 201(4), $53,000,000
shall be available for the Next Generation
Internet program.

(b) LimiTATION.—Notwithstanding the en-
actment of any other provision of law after
the date of the enactment of this Act,
amounts may be appropriated for fiscal year
1999 for research, development, test, and
evaluation by the Department of Defense for
the Next Generation Internet program only
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under section 201(4).

Part D amendment No. 31 offered by Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania and Mr. SKELTON:

At the end of Division A of the bill (page
265, after line 8) insert the following new
title:

TITLE XIV—DEFENSE AGAINST WEAPONS
OF MASS DESTRUCTION
SEC. 1401. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Defense
Against Weapons of Mass Destruction Act of
1998"".

SEC. 1402. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:

(1) Many nations currently possess weap-
ons of mass destruction and related mate-
rials and technologies, and such weapons are
increasingly available to a variety of sources
through legitimate and illegitimate means.

(2) The proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction is growing, and will likely con-
tinue despite the best efforts of the inter-
national community to limit their flow.

(3) The increased availability, relative af-
fordability, and ease of use of weapons of
mass destruction may make the use of such
weapons an increasingly attractive option to
potential adversaries who are not otherwise
capable of countering United States military
superiority.

(4) On November 12, 1997, President Clinton
issued an Executive Order stating that ‘“‘the
proliferation of nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons (‘‘weapons of mass de-
struction’’) and the means of delivering such
weapons constitutes an unusual and extraor-
dinary threat to the national security, for-
eign policy, and economy of the United
States’” and declaring a national emergency
to deal with that threat.

(5) The Quadrennial Defense Review con-
cluded that the threat or use of weapons of
mass destruction is a likely condition of fu-
ture warfare and poses a potential threat to
the United States.

(6) The United States lacks adequate pre-
paredness at the Federal, State, and local
levels to respond to a potential attack on the
United States involving weapons of mass de-
struction.

(7) The United States has initiated an ef-
fort to enhance the capability of Federal,
State, and local governments as well as local
emergency response personnel to prevent and
respond to a domestic terrorist incident in-
volving weapons of mass destruction.

(8) More than 40 Federal departments,
agencies, and bureaus are involved in com-
bating terrorism, and many, including the
Department of Defense, the Department of
Justice, the Department of Energy, the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, and
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the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy, are executing programs to provide civil-
ian personnel at the Federal, State, and local
levels with training and assistance to pre-
vent and respond to incidents involving
weapons of mass destruction.

(9) The Department of Energy has estab-
lished a Nuclear Emergency Response Team
which is available to respond to incidents in-
volving nuclear or radiological emergencies.

(10) The Department of Defense has begun
to implement a program to train local emer-
gency responders in major cities throughout
the United States to prevent and respond to
incidents involving weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

(11) The Department of Justice has estab-
lished a National Center for Domestic Pre-
paredness at Fort McClellan, Alabama, to
conduct nuclear, biological, and chemical
preparedness training for Federal, State, and
local officials to enhance emergency re-
sponse to incidents involving weapons of
mass destruction.

(12) Despite these activities, Federal agen-
cy initiatives to enhance domestic prepared-
ness to respond to an incident involving
weapons of mass destruction are hampered
by incomplete interagency coordination and
overlapping jurisdiction of agency missions,
for example:

(A) The Secretary of Defense has proposed
the establishment of 10 Rapid Assessment
and Initial Detection elements, composed of
22 National Guard personnel, to provide
timely regional assistance to local emer-
gency responders during an incident involv-
ing chemical or biological weapons of mass
destruction. However, the precise working
relationship between these National Guard
elements, the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency regional offices, and State and
local emergency response agencies has not
yet been determined.

(B) The Federal Emergency Management
Agency, the lead Federal agency for con-
sequence management in response to a ter-
rorist incident involving weapons of mass de-
struction, has withdrawn from the role of
chair of the Senior Interagency Coordination
Group for domestic emergency preparedness,
and a successor agency to chair the Senior
Interagency Coordinator has not yet been de-
termined.

(C) In order to ensure effective local re-
sponse capabilities to incidents involving
weapons of mass destruction, the Federal
Government, in addition to providing train-
ing, must concurrently address the need
for—

(i) compatible communications capabili-
ties for all Federal, State, and local emer-
gency responders, which often use different
radio systems and operate on different radio
frequencies;

(ii) adequate equipment necessary for re-
sponse to an incident involving weapons of
mass destruction, and a means to ensure
that financially lacking localities have ac-
cess to such equipment;

(iit) local and regional planning efforts to
ensure the effective execution of emergency
response in the event of an incident involv-
ing a weapon of mass destruction; and

(iif) increased planning and training to
prepare for emergency response capabilities
in port areas and littoral waters.

(D) The Congress is aware that Presi-
dential Decision Directives relating to do-
mestic emergency preparedness for response
to terrorist incidents involving weapons of
mass destruction are being considered, but
agreement has not been reached within the
executive branch.
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Subtitle A—Domestic Preparedness
SEC. 1411. DOMESTIC PREPAREDNESS FOR RE-
SPONSE TO THREATS OF TERRORIST
USE OF WEAPONS OF MASS DE-
STRUCTION.

(a) ENHANCED RESPONSE CAPABILITY.—In
light of the continuing potential for terrorist
use of weapons of mass destruction against
the United States and the need to develop a
more fully coordinated response to that
threat on the part of Federal, State, and
local agencies, the President shall act to in-
crease the effectiveness at the Federal,
State, and local level of the domestic emer-
gency preparedness program for response to
terrorist incidents involving weapons of
mass destruction by developing an inte-
grated program that builds upon the pro-
gram established under title XIV of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201; 110 Stat. 2714).

(b) REPORT.—Not later than January 31,
1999, the President shall submit to Congress
a report containing information on the ac-
tions taken at the Federal, State, and local
level to develop an integrated program to
prevent and respond to terrorist incidents in-
volving weapons of mass destruction.

SEC. 1412. REPORT ON DOMESTIC EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS.

Section 1051 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (Public
Law 105-85; 111 Stat. 1889) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

““(c) ANNEX ON DOMESTIC EMERGENCY PRE-
PAREDNESS PROGRAM.—As part of the report
submitted to Congress under subsection (b),
the President shall include an annex which
provides the following information on the
domestic emergency preparedness program
for response to terrorist incidents involving
weapons of mass destruction (as established
under title XIV and section 1411 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1999):

“(1) information on program responsibil-
ities for each participating Federal depart-
ment, agency, and bureau;

““(2) a summary of program activities per-
formed during the preceding fiscal year for
each participating Federal department,
agency, and bureau;

““(3) a summary of program obligations and
expenditures during the preceding fiscal year
for each participating Federal department,
agency, and bureau;

“(4) a summary of the program plan and
budget for the current fiscal year for each
participating Federal department, agency,
and bureau;

““(5) the program budget request for the fol-
lowing fiscal year for each participating Fed-
eral department, agency, and bureau;

““(6) recommendations for improving Fed-
eral, State, and local domestic emergency
preparedness to respond to incidents involv-
ing weapons of mass destruction that have
been made by the Advisory Commission on
Domestic Response Capabilities for Terror-
ism Involving Weapons of Mass Destruction
(as established under section 1421 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1999), and actions taken as a result of
such recommendations; and

““(7) requirements regarding additional pro-
gram measures and legislative authority for
which congressional action may be rec-
ommended.”’.

SEC. 1413. PERFORMANCE OF THREAT AND RISK
ASSESSMENTS.

(@) THREAT AND RISK ASSESSMENTS.—(1) As-
sistance to Federal, State, and local agencies
provided under the program under section
1411 shall include the performance of assess-
ments of the threat and risk of terrorist em-
ployment of weapons of mass destruction
against cities and other local areas. Such as-
sessments shall be used by Federal, State,
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and local agencies to determine the training
and equipment requirements under this pro-
gram and shall be performed as a collabo-
rative effort with State and local agencies.

(2) The Department of Justice, as lead Fed-
eral agency for crisis management in re-
sponse to terrorism involving weapons of
mass destruction, shall, through the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, conduct any threat
and risk assessment performed under para-
graph (1) in coordination with appropriate
Federal, State, and local agencies, and shall
develop procedures and guidance for conduct
of the threat and risk assessment in con-
sultation with officials from the intelligence
community.

(3) The President shall identify and make
available the funds necessary to carry out
this section.

(b) PiLOoT TeEsST.—(1) Before prescribing
final procedures and guidance for the per-
formance of threat and risk assessments
under this section, the Attorney General,
through the Federal Bureau of Investigation
may, in coordination with appropriate Fed-
eral, State, and local agencies, conduct a
pilot test of any proposed method or model
by which such assessments are to be per-
formed.

(2) The pilot test shall be performed in cit-
ies or local areas selected by the Department
of Justice, through the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, in consultation with appropriate
Federal, State, and local agencies.

(3) The pilot test shall be completed not
later than 4 months after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

Subtitle B—Advisory Commission to Assess
Domestic Response Capabilities For Terror-
ism Involving Weapons of Mass Destruction

SEC. 1421. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished a commission to be known as the
“Advisory Commission on Domestic Re-
sponse Capabilities for Terrorism Involving
Weapons of Mass Destruction” (hereinafter
referred to as the “Commission’’).

(b) CompPosITION.—The Commission shall be
composed of 15 members, appointed as fol-
lows:

(1) 4 members appointed by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives;

(2) 4 members appointed by the majority
leader of the Senate;

(3) 2 members appointed by the minority
leader of the House of Representatives;

(4) 2 members appointed by the minority
leader of the Senate;

(5) 3 members appointed by the President.

(c) QUALIFICATIONS.—Members shall be ap-
pointed from among individuals with knowl-
edge and expertise in emergency response
matters.

(d) DEADLINE FOR APPOINTMENTS.—Appoint-
ments shall be made not later than the date
that is 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(e) INITIAL MEETING.—The Commission
shall conduct its first meeting not later than
the date that is 30 days after the date that
appointments to the Commission have been
made.

(f) CHAIRMAN.—A Chairman of the Commis-
sion shall be elected by a majority of the
members.

SEC. 1422. DUTIES OF COMMISSION.

The Commission shall—

(1) assess Federal agency efforts to en-
hance domestic preparedness for incidents
involving weapons of mass destruction;

(2) assess the progress of Federal training
programs for local emergency responses to
incidents involving weapons of mass destruc-
tion;

(3) assess deficiencies in training programs
for responses to incidents involving weapons
of mass destruction, including a review of
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unfunded communications, equipment, and
planning and maritime region needs;

(4) recommend strategies for ensuring ef-
fective coordination with respect to Federal
agency weapons of mass destruction response
efforts, and for ensuring fully effective local
response capabilities for weapons of mass de-
struction incidents; and

(5) assess the appropriate role of State and
local governments in funding effective local
response capabilities.

SEC. 1423. REPORT.

Not later than the date that is 6 months
after the date of the first meeting of the
Commission, the Commission shall submit a
report to the President and to Congress on
its findings under section 1422 and rec-
ommendations for improving Federal, State,
and local domestic emergency preparedness
to respond to incidents involving weapons of
mass destruction.

SEC. 1424. POWERS.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Commission or, at its
direction, any panel or member of the Com-
mission, may, for the purpose of carrying out
this Act, hold such hearings, sit and act at
times and places, take testimony, receive
evidence, and administer oaths to the extent
that the Commission or any panel member
considers advisable.

(b) INFORMATION.—The Commission may
secure directly from any department or
agency of the United States information
that the Commission considers necessary to
enable the Commission to carry out its re-
sponsibilities under this Act.

SEC. 1425. COMMISSION PROCEDURES.

(a) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of a majority of the members.

(b) QUorRuM.—Eight members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum other
than for the purpose of holding hearings.

(c) CoMmmiIssION.—The Commission may es-
tablish panels composed of less than full
membership of the Commission for the pur-
pose of carrying out the Commission’s du-
ties. The actions of each such panel shall be
subject to the review and control of the Com-
mission. Any findings and determinations
made by such panel shall not be considered
the findings and determinations of the Com-
mission unless approved by the Commission.

(d) AUTHORITY OF INDIVIDUALS TO ACT FOR
CoMMISSION.—ANny member or agent of the
Commission may, if authorized by the Com-
mission, take any action which the Commis-
sion is authorized to take by this Act.

SEC. 1426. PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) PAY oF MEMBERS.—Members of the
Commission shall serve without pay by rea-
son of their work on the Commission.

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of
the Commission shall be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence, at rates authorized for employees of
agencies under subchapter | of chapter 57 of
title 5, United States Code, while away from
their homes or regular places of business in
the performance of services for the Commis-
sion.

(c) STAFF.—(1) The Commission may, with-
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments in the
competitive service, appoint a staff director
and such additional personnel as may be nec-
essary to enable the Commission to perform
its duties.

(2) The Commission may fix the pay of the
staff director and other personnel without
regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and
subchapter 111 of chapter 53 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to classification of po-
sitions and General Schedule pay rates, ex-
cept that the rate of pay fixed under this
paragraph for the staff director may not ex-
ceed the rate payable for level V of the Exec-
utive Schedule under section 5316 of such
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title and the rate of pay for other personnel
may not exceed the maximum rate payable
for grade GS-15 of the General Schedule.

(d) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—
Upon request of the Commission, the head of
any Federal department or agency may de-
tail, on a nonreimbursable basis, any person-
nel of that department or agency to the
Commission to assist it in carrying out its
duties.

(e) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—The Commission
may procure temporary and intermittent
services under section 3109(b) of title 5,
United States Code, at rates for individuals
which do not exceed the daily equivalent of
the annual rate of pay payable for level V of
the Executive Schedule under section 5316 of
such title.
SEC. 1427. MISCELLANEOUS ADMINISTRATIVE
PROVISIONS.

(a) POSTAL AND PRINTING SERVICES.—The
Commission may use the United States
mails and obtain printing and binding serv-
ices in the same manner and under the same
conditions as other departments and agen-
cies of the United States.

(b) MISCELLANEOUS ADMINISTRATIVE AND
SUPPORT SERVICES.—Upon the request of the
Commission, the Administrator of General
Services shall provide to the Commission, on
a reimbursable basis, the administrative sup-
port services necessary for the Commission
to carry out its duties under this title.

(c) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Com-
mission may procure temporary and inter-
mittent services under section 3109(b) of title
5, United States Code.

SEC. 1428. TERMINATION OF COMMISSION.

The Commission shall terminate not later
than 60 days after the date that the Commis-
sion submits its report under section 1423.
SEC. 1429. FUNDING.

Funds for activities of the Commission
shall be provided from amounts appropriated
for the Department of Defense for operation
and maintenance for Defense-wide activities
for fiscal year 1999.

Part D amendment No. 32 offered by Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania:

At the end of title XXXI (page 363, after
line 5), insert the following new section:

SEC. 3154. ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH
PROJECT.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the follow-
ing:

(1) Currently in the post-cold war world,
there are new opportunities to facilitate
international political and scientific co-
operation on cost-effective, advanced, and
innovative nuclear management tech-
nologies.

(2) There is increasing public interest in
monitoring and remediation of nuclear
waste.

(3) It is in the best interest of the United
States to explore and develop options with
the international community to facilitate
the exchange of evolving advanced nuclear
wastes technologies.

(4) The Advanced Technology Research
Project facilitates an international clearing-
house and marketplace for advanced nuclear
technologies.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of Congress that the President should in-
struct the Secretary of Energy, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of Defense, the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, and other
officials as appropriate, to consider the Ad-
vanced Technology Research Project and
submit to the Committee on Armed Services
of the Senate and the Committee on Na-
tional Security of the House of Representa-
tives a report containing the following:
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(1) An assessment of whether the United
States should encourage the establishment
of an international project to facilitate the
international exchange of information (in-
cluding costs data) relating to advanced nu-
clear waste technologies, including tech-
nologies for solid and liquid radioactive
wastes and contaminated soils and sedi-
ments.

(2) An assessment of whether such a
project could be funded privately through in-
dustry, public interest, and scientific organi-
zations and administered by an international
nongovernmental organization, with oper-
ations in the United States, Russia, and
other countries that have an interest in de-
veloping such technologies.

(3) Recommendations for any legislation
that the Secretary of Energy believes would
be required to enable such a project to be un-
dertaken.

Part D amendment No. 33 offered by Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania and Mr. SPRATT:

At the end of subtitle C of title Il (page 29,
after line 21), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 236. RESTRUCTURING OF THEATER HIGH-
ALTITUDE AREA DEFENSE SYSTEM
ACQUISITION STRATEGY.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF ALTERNATIVE CON-
TRACTOR.—(1) The Secretary of Defense shall
select an alternative contractor as a poten-
tial source for the development and produc-
tion of the interceptor missile for the Thea-
ter High-Altitude Area Defense (THAAD)
system within a ‘‘leader-follower’ acquisi-
tion strategy.

(2) The Secretary shall take such steps as
necessary to ensure that the prime contrac-
tor for that system prepares the selected al-
ternative contractor so as to enable the al-
ternative contractor to be able (if necessary)
to assume the responsibilities for develop-
ment or production of an interceptor missile
for that system.

(38) The Secretary shall select the alter-
native contractor as expeditiously as pos-
sible and shall use the authority provided in
section 2304(c)(2) of title 10, United States
Code, to expedite that selection.

(4) Of the amount authorized under section
201(4) for the Theater High-Altitude Area De-
fense system, the amount provided for the
Demonstration/Validation phase for that
system is hereby increased by $142,700,000, of
which $30,000,000 shall be available for the
purposes of this subsection, and the amount
provided for the Engineering and Manufac-
turing Development phase for that system is
hereby reduced by $142,700,000.

(b) CosST SHARING ARRANGEMENT.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall contractually estab-
lish an appropriate cost sharing arrangement
with the prime contractor as of May 14, 1998,
for the interceptor missile for the Theater
High-Altitude Area Defense system for flight
test failures of that missile beginning with
flight test nine.

(c) ENGINEERING AND MANUFACTURING DE-
VELOPMENT PHASE FOR OTHER ELEMENTS OF
THE THAAD SYSTEM.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall proceed as expeditiously as pos-
sible with the milestone approval process for
the Engineering and Manufacturing Develop-
ment phase for the Battle Management and
Command, Control, and Communications
(BM/C3) element of the Theater High-Alti-
tude Area Defense system and for the
Ground-Based Radar (GBR) element for that
system. That milestone approval process for
those elements shall proceed without regard
to the stage of development of the missile in-
terceptor for that system.

(d) REQUIREMENT BEFORE PROCUREMENT OF
UOES MissILES.—The Secretary of Defense
may not obligate any funds for acquisition of
User Operational Evaluation System (UOES)
missiles for the Theater High-Altitude Area
Defense system until there have been two
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successful tests of the interceptor missile for
that system.

(e) LIMITATION ON ENTERING ENGINEERING
AND MANUFACTURING DEVELOPMENT PHASE.—
The Secretary of Defense may not approve
the commencement of the Engineering and
Manufacturing Development phase for the
interceptor missile for the Theater High-Al-
titude Area Defense system until there have
been three successful tests of that missile.

(f) SuccessrFuL TEST DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this section, a successful test of the
interceptor missile of the Theater High-Alti-
tude Area Defense system is a body-to-body
intercept by that missile of a ballistic mis-
sile target.

Part D amendment No. 34 offered by Mr.
SPENCE!:

At the end of title XII (page 253, after line
3), insert the following new section:

SEC. 1206. EXECUTION OF OBJECTION AUTHOR-
ITY WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE.

Section 1211 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (Public
Law 105-85; 111 Stat. 1932) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

““(g) DELEGATION OF OBJECTION AUTHORITY
WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.—For
the purposes of the Department of Defense,
the authority to issue an objection referred
to in subsection (a) shall be executed for the
Secretary of Defense by an individual at the
Assistant Secretary level within the office of
the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. In
implementing subsection (a), the Secretary
of Defense shall ensure that Department of
Defense procedures maximize the ability of
the Department of Defense to be able to
issue an objection within the 10-day period
specified in subsection (c).”.

Part D amendment No. 35 offered by Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania and Mr. PICKETT:

Page 21, line 12, strike out ‘‘$3,078,251,000”
and insert in lieu thereof ““$4,208,978,000"".

Part D amendment No. 36 offered by Mr.
RILEY:

Page 19, strike line 2 and all that follows
through page 20, line 16 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 141. ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES FOR DE-
STRUCTION OF ASSEMBLED CHEMI-
CAL WEAPONS.

(a) PROGRAM MANAGEMENT.—(1) The pro-
gram manager for the Assembled Chemical
Weapons Assessment program shall continue
to manage the development and testing (in-
cluding demonstration and pilot-scale facil-
ity testing) of technologies for the destruc-
tion of lethal chemical munitions that are
potential or demonstrated alternatives to
the baseline incineration program. In per-
forming such management, the program
manager shall act independently of the pro-
gram manager for Chemical Demilitarization
and shall report to the Secretary of the
Army, or his designee.

(2) The Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition and Technology and the Secretary
of the Army shall jointly submit to Con-
gress, not later than December 1, 1998, a plan
for the transfer of oversight of the Assem-
bled Chemical Weapons Assessment program
from the Under Secretary to the Secretary.

(38) Oversight of the Assembled Chemical
Weapons Assessment program shall be trans-
ferred pursuant to the plan submitted under
paragraph (2) not later than 60 days after the
date of the submission of the notice required
under section 152(f)(2) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996
(Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 214; 50 U.S.C.
1521(f)(2)).

(b) POST-DEMONSTRATION ACTIVITIES.—(1)
The program manager for the Assembled
Chemical Weapons Assessment program may
carry out those activities necessary to en-
sure that an alternative technology for the
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destruction of lethal chemical munitions
may be implemented immediately after—

(A) the technology has been demonstrated
to be successful,

(B) the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition and Technology has submitted to
Congress a report on the demonstration; and

(C) a decision has been made to proceed
with the pilot-scale facility phase for an al-
ternative technology.

(2) To prepare for the immediate imple-
mentation of any such technology, the pro-
gram manager may, during fiscal years 1998
and 1999, take the following actions:

(A) Establish program requirements.

(B) Prepare procurement documentation.

(C) Develop environmental documentation.

(D) lIdentify and prepare to meet public
outreach and public participation require-
ments.

(E) Prepare to award a contract for the de-
sign, construction, and operation of a pilot
facility for the technology to the provider
team for the technology not later than De-
cember, 1999.

(c) PLAN FOR PILOT PROGRAM.—If the Sec-
retary of Defense proceeds with a pilot pro-
gram under section 152(f) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996
(Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 214; 50 U.S.C.
1521(f)), the Secretary shall prepare a plan
for the pilot program and shall submit to
Congress a report on such plan (including in-
formation on the cost of, and schedule for,
implementing the pilot program).

(d) FUNDING.—Of the amount authorized to
be appropriated in section 107, $12,600,000
shall be available for the Assembled Chemi-
cal Weapons Assessment program for the fol-
lowing:

(1) Demonstration of alternative tech-
nologies under the Assembled Chemical
Weapons Assessment program.

(2) Planning and preparation to proceed
immediately from demonstration of an alter-
native technology to the development of a
pilot-scale facility for the technology, in-
cluding planning and preparation for—

(A) continued development of the tech-
nology leading to deployment of the tech-
nology;

(B) satisfaction of requirements for envi-
ronmental permits;

(C) demonstration, testing, and evaluation;

(D) initiation of actions to design a pilot
program;

(E) provision of support at the field office
or depot level for deployment of the tech-
nology; and

(F) educational outreach to the public to
engender support for the development.

(3) An independent cost and schedule eval-
uation of the Assembled Chemical Weapons
Assembled program, to be completed not
later than December 30, 1999.

(e) ASSEMBLED CHEMICAL WEAPONS ASSESS-
MENT PROGRAM DEFINED.—INn this section,
the term ‘“*‘Assembled Chemical Weapons As-
sessment program’ means the program es-
tablished in section 152(e) of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1996 (Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 214; 50
U.S.C. 1521), and section 8065 of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (as
contained in section 101 of Public Law 104-
208; 110 Stat. 3009-101), for identifying and
demonstrating alternatives to the baseline
incineration process for the demilitarization
of assembled chemical munitions.

Part D amendment No. 37 offered by Mr.
PORTER:

At the end of part | of subtitle D of title
XXVIII (page 317, after line 3), insert the fol-
lowing new section:
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SEC. — LAND CONVEYANCE, FORT SHERIDAN, IL-
LINOIS.

(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-
retary of the Army may convey to the City
of Lake Forest, Illinois (in this section re-
ferred to as the ““City”’), all right, title, and
interest, of the United States in and to all or
some portion of the parcel of real property,
including improvements thereon, at the
former Fort Sheridan, Illinois, consisting of
approximately 14 acres and known as the
northern Army Reserve enclave area.

(b) CONSIDERATION.—As consideration for
the conveyance under subsection (a), the
City shall pay to the United States an
amount equal to not less than the fair mar-
ket value of the real property to be con-
veyed, as determined by the Secretary.

(c) USeE oF PROCEEDS.—In such amounts as
are provided in advance in appropriations
Acts, the Secretary may use the funds paid
by the City under subsection (b) to provide
for the construction of replacement facilities
and for the relocation costs for Reserve units
and activities affected by the conveyance.

(d) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the real
property to be conveyed under subsection (a)
shall be determined by a survey satisfactory
to the Secretary. The cost of the survey
shall be borne by the City.

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary may require such additional
terms and conditions in connection with the
conveyance under subsection (a) as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to protect the
interests of the United States.

Part D amendment No. 38 offered by Mr.
DOOLITTLE:

At the end of subtitle D of title X (page 228,
after line 13), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 1032. REPORT ON PERSONNEL RETENTION.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
Congress a report containing information on
the retention of members of the Armed
Forces on active duty in the combat, combat
support, and combat service support forces of
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps.

(b) REQUIRED INFORMATION.—The Secretary
shall include in the report information on re-
tention of members with military occupa-
tional specialties (or the equivalent) in com-
bat, combat support, or combat service sup-
port positions in each of the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps. Such information
shall be shown by pay grade and shall be ag-
gregated by enlisted grades and officers
grades and shall be shown by military occu-
pational specialty (or the equivalent). The
report shall set forth separately (in numbers
and as a percentage) the number of members
separated during each such fiscal year who
terminate service in the Armed Forces com-
pletely and the number who separate from
active duty by transferring into a reserve
component.

(¢) YEARS COVERED BY REPORT.—The report
shall provide the information required in the
report, shown on a fiscal year basis, for each
of fiscal years 1989 through 1998.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modifications.

The Clerk read as follows:

Part D amendment No. 13, as modified, of-
fered by Mr. HALL OF OHIO:

The amendment as modified is as follows:

At the end of subtitle B of title Il (page 24,
after line 25), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 214. SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY FUNC-
TIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of

Congress that—
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(1) to ensure sufficient financial resources
are devoted to emerging technologies, a goal
of at least 10 percent of funds available under
title 1l for each of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force should be dedicated to science and
technology in each military department;

(2) management and funding for science
and technology for each military department
should receive a level of priority and leader-
ship attention equal to the level received by
program acquisition, and the Secretary of
each military department should ensure that
a senior member of the department holds the
appropriate title and responsibility to ensure
effective oversight and emphasis on science
and technology;

(3) to ensure an appropriate long-term
focus for investments, a sufficient percent-
age of science and technology funds should
be directed toward new technology areas,
and annual reviews should be conducted for
ongoing research areas to ensure that those
funded initiatives are either integrated into
acquisition programs or discontinued;

(4) the military departments should take
appropriate steps to ensure that sufficient
numbers of officers and civilian employees in
each department hold advanced degrees in
technical fields; and

(5) of particular concern, the Secretary of
the Air Force should take appropriate meas-
ures to ensure that sufficient numbers of sci-
entists and engineers are maintained to ad-
dress the technological challenges faced in
the areas of air, space, and information tech-
nology.

(b) STUDY.—

(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of De-
fense, in cooperation with the National Re-
search Council of the National Academy of
Sciences, shall conduct a study on the tech-
nology base of the Department of Defense.

(2) MATTERS COVERED.—The study shall—

(A) recommend the minimum requirements
to maintain a technology base that is suffi-
cient, based on both historical developments
and future projections, to project superiority
in air and space weapons systems, and infor-
mation technology;

(B) address the effects on national defense
and civilian aerospace industries and infor-
mation technology by reducing funding
below the goal described in paragraph (1) of
subsection (a); and

(C) recommend the appropriate level of
staff holding baccalaureate, masters, and
doctorate degrees, and the optimal ratio of
civilian and military staff holding such de-
grees, to ensure that science and technology
functions of the Department of Defense re-
main vital.

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after
the date on which the study required under
paragraph (1) is completed, the Secretary
shall submit to Congress a report on the re-
sults of the study.

Part D amendment No. 22, as modified, of-
fered by Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island:

The amendment as modified is as follows:

Page 135, beginning on line 7, strike out
“AND OTHER NATIONS” and insert in lieu
thereof "OTHER NATIONS, AND INDIGE-
NOUS GROUPS”.

Page 135, after line 16, insert the following
(and redesignate the succeeding paragraphs
accordingly):

(2) Indigenous groups, such as the Hmong,
Nung, Montagnard, Kahmer, Hoa Hao, and
Cao Dai contributed military forces, to-
gether with the United States, during mili-
tary operations conducted in Southeast Asia
during the Vietnam conflict.

Page 135, beginning on line 17, strike out
‘“the combat forces from these nations’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘these combat forces™.

Page 136, line 1, insert *‘, indigenous
groups,” after “Vietnamese™’.
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Page 136, line 13, insert *‘, as well as mem-
bers of the Hmong, Nung, Montagnard,
Kahmer, Hoa Hao, and Cao Dai,” after ‘‘the
Philippines™.

Amendment deemed printed in part D of
the report by order of the House of May 20,
1998, as modified, offered by Mr. EVERETT:

The amendment as modified is as follows:

At the end of title XII (page 253, after line
3), insert the following:

SEC. 1206. TRANSFER OF EXCESS UH-1 HUEY HEL-

ICOPTERS AND AH-1 COBRA HELI-
COPTERS TO FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

(@) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 153 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

“§2581. Transfer of excess UH-1 Huey heli-
copters and AH-1 Cobra helicopters to for-
eign countries
“‘(a) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary of De-

fense shall make all reasonable efforts to en-

sure that any excess UH-1 Huey helicopter or

AH-1 Cobra helicopter that is to be trans-

ferred on a grant or sales basis to a foreign

country for the purpose of flight operations
for such country shall meet the following re-
quirements:

““(1) Prior to such transfer, the helicopter
receives, to the extent necessary, mainte-
nance and repair equivalent to the depot-
level maintenance and repair, as defined in
section 2460 of this title, that such helicopter
would need were the helicopter to remain in
operational use with the armed forces of the
United States.

“(2) Maintenance and repair described in
paragraph (1) is performed in the United
States.

“‘(b) EXCEPTION.—The requirements of sub-
section (a) shall not apply with respect to
salvage helicopters provided to the foreign
country solely as a source for spare parts.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:

“2581. Transfer of excess UH-1 Huey heli-
copters and AH-1 Cobra heli-
copters to foreign countries.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 2581 of title
10, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), shall apply with respect to the
transfer of a UH-1 Huey helicopter or AH-1
Cobra helicopter on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

Mr. SPENCE (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the modifications be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Carolina?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 441, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) each will control
10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE).

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT).

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in strong support of
the en bloc amendment, and thank the
chairman of the committee for includ-
ing the Bartlett-Solomon amendment
in this package. | believe that a picture
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is worth a thousand words, and this
picture shows a scene which should
grab the attention of every Member of
Congress.

Last Thursday, on the East Front of
the Capitol, 12 members of the New
York Air National Guard, all of whom
were combat-decorated veterans, sur-
rendered their combat medals and
decorations on the steps of the Capitol
in protest.

These men, who are some of our Na-
tion’s best and brightest, were protest-
ing the actions of the New York Air
National Guard, who, with reckless
abandon and complete disregard for
combat capability, bowed at the altar
of political correctness and rushed an
unqualified female pilot into the com-
bat unit at the expense of military
readiness.

When the members of the Air Guard
brought their allegations to their chain
of command, their unit was grounded,
and the pilots who brought the allega-
tions forward were transferred, de-
moted, or dismissed.

These brave men, in whom our coun-
try has invested over $20 million, have
shown that the New York Air Guard in-
vestigation into these allegations was
fraught with charges of coverup, with-
holding of evidence, and perjury.

We cannot allow political correctness
to ruin the lives and careers of mem-
bers of the military who have sac-
rificed their lives for this country. The
Bartlett-Solomon amendment will re-
quire a DOD inspector general to inves-
tigate the grounding of the Air Na-
tional Guard. | urge support of the en
bloc amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the debate
time for consideration of amendments
en bloc be expanded by 30 minutes, and
that such time be equally divided and
controlled by the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) and myself.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Carolina?

Mr. SKELTON. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, that gives
each side how much time total?

Mr. SPENCE. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Chairman, that is 25 min-
utes.

Mr. SKELTON. 25 minutes each? All
right.

Mr. Chairman, | withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

Mr. WAMP. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, is there any way
we could designate that extended time,
10 minutes on the Markey amendment,
divided 5 minutes per side, on this crit-
ical issue of tritium production in the
United States of America?

Mr. SPENCE. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Chairman, we have about 30
people who want to speak now. That
just about takes that up.

Mr. WAMP. | understand that, sir.
This is a $4.5 billion issue. | think it de-
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serves at least 10 minutes on the floor
of the U.S. House of Representatives at
this critical time in history, please.

Mr. SPENCE. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Chairman, | sug-
gest to the gentleman he might get 10
people to say that much, and that
would be 10 minutes.

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, | with-
draw my reservation, and ask the rank-
ing member and the chairman to please
make sure we get our due time on the
floor.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, it is my honor today to rise
as a proud sponsor of the Kennedy
amendment in the en bloc amend-
ments. This amendment would recog-
nize the services of the military forces
of South Vietnam, other nations, as
well as indigenous groups in connec-
tion with the United States Armed
Forces during the Vietnam conflict.

From 1965 to 1971, these indigenous
groups, such as the Kahmer, Nung,
Hmong, Lao, Montagnard, Hao Hao,
and Cao Dai, were the spearhead in the
struggle for freedom in Southeast Asia.
They fought against both the North Vi-
etnamese army and the South Viet-
namese insurgents.

They rescued downed American pi-
lots and protected American air bases,
bases from which thousands of mis-
sions were flown against North Viet-
nam. They were armed, equipped, fed,
paid, and often transported into and
out of conflict by the United States
military. They all provided an invalu-
able service to the American military
and to their own people.

By supporting this amendment, we
will be giving these veterans the re-
spect and recognition that they de-
serve. If we support this amendment,
no one will ever again say that Amer-
ica and the world does not recognize
the valor and courage demonstrated by
these veterans in the struggle for free-
dom in Southeast Asia.

O 1500
They can take pride in the fact that
they will live on in American history

as part of a long line of soldiers who
fought to make the world a safer place.

In particular, Mr. Chairman, | would
like to acknowledge and recognize the
contributions of the Hmong and Lau
veterans who comprise such a vital seg-
ment of the population in my own
State of Rhode Island and with whom |
have had a good personal working rela-
tionship.

On behalf of every one of the 86
Hmong and Lau veterans in my State
of Rhode Island and on behalf of the
14,000 Hmong and Lau veterans in this
country, | would like to ask my col-
leagues to show their support for this
cause that they fought alongside our
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American service people with and show
that America does not forget them.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SoLoMON), chairman of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, fol-
lowing up on the Bartlett-Solomon
amendment, it is under very grave cir-
cumstances that we come to the floor
today to ask the Inspector General of
the Department of Defense to under-
take an impartial investigation into a
very disturbing and controversial case
involving the 174th Fighter Wing of the
Air National Guard in my home State
of New York.

We cannot explain it all in one
minute, but let me just say the mem-
bers of the 174th, often referred to as
the ‘““Boys from Syracuse,” have had
their names besmirched and their ca-
reers destroyed. They should not be
kept in the dark any longer. They have
turned in their medals from 15 heroes
in the Vietnam War because of their
protesting of the treatment they got
because of politics in the New York
State Air National Guard. | hope that
we accept the amendment. Let us get
on with this investigation.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the
amendment | have co-authored with my good
friend and member of the National Security
Committee, ROSCOE BARTLETT of Maryland.

Unfortunately, it is under very grave cir-
cumstances that we come to the floor today to
force the Inspector General of the Department
of Defense to undertake an impartial investiga-
tion into a very disturbing and controversial
case involving the 174th Fighter Wing of the
Air National Guard in my home state of New
York.

Particularly, we are asking the IG to exam-
ine what seem to be retaliatory tactics taken
against a number of members of that unit after
they came forward to report what they be-
lieved to be serious wrong-doing by a trainee
and superiors in their midst.

The worst part is that this stemmed from an-
other social experiment in the military gone
wrong when former Governor Cuomo’s admin-
istration forced the acceptance of a female
pilot into the wing who proved to be incapable
of flying in a fighter wing and a constant
source of controversy.

Even though this situation dates back sev-
eral years to 1993, the fallout has been tragic
and continues today.

Just last week, | had two of my own con-
stituents turn in all of the medals they had
earned from the Air Force as decorated mem-
bers of the 174th Fighter Wing.

All tolled 15 pilots from the unit turned in
their medals and Air Force Wings, many of
whom are combat decorated veterans of the
Persian Gulf War.

The question is why would so many mem-
bers of one distinguished unit feel compelled
to take such a dramatic step?

Why would the members of a wing who flew
1600 missions in the Persian Gulf War sud-
denly renounce their allegiance to the Air
Force and the New York Air Guard they once
so proudly and expertly represented?

Well, Mr. Chairman, the answer is simple to
anyone who takes a minute to listen to their
story.
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These men were forced to retire, had their
mental stability placed in question, accused of
discrimination, reassigned to jobs copying pa-
pers, after being trained to fly fighters at a
cost of $20 million to we taxpayers | might
add, and otherwise humiliated.

In short, their distinguished military careers
were destroyed and their future employment
as private pilots jeopardized.

And for what? Because they had the guts to
come forward and report wrongdoing in their
unit and because they questioned the capabil-
ity of the high-profile female trainee who
couldn’t pass muster as a fighter pilot.

Mr. Chairman, the military is not intended to
be a social lab.

The American military has to be founded on
a warrior culture that strives for uncompromis-
ing excellence because their mission is to fight
wars and protect our way of life.

This case highlights just how much we
place our national security and military pre-
paredness at risk by continuing to press these
politically correct experiments.

These principal pilots and officers were con-
cerned for their units combat readiness yet
their calls were ignored and they were pun-
ished.

That's exactly why we want the I1G to exam-
ine this case now, Mr. Chairman.

We want to know what rules were violated
and by whom, regardless of rank.

We want to know who did or did not perjure
themselves during subsequent investigations,
one by the military, the other by New York
State’s Inspector General.

We want to know if there was retaliation by
superiors in the military against six pilots who
made whistle-blower complaints and expected
to be protected by whistle-blower laws.

We want to know if combat readiness was
jeopardized.

And most importantly, we want all of this to
be made public in full once and for all.

The members of the 174th, often referred to
as the ‘Boys from Syracuse’, have had their
names besmirched and their careers de-
stroyed.

They shouldn't be kept in the dark any
longer and they deserve to have an investiga-
tion into this mess that is open and fair.

Requirinfg this investigation and a report to
Congress will provide that and is a positive
step toward their complete vindication.

Please support the Bartlett/Solomon amend-
ment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | appreciate the ranking mi-
nority member yielding me the time. |
appreciate the support on this | am
getting, not just from the chairman
and the ranking minority member, but
from the gentleman from Virginia who
has been an active proponent.

Last year we passed overwhelmingly,
unanimously, an amendment that said
the United States will not spend more
than $200 million per year for our share
of the cost of NATO expansion. NATO
expansion is one thing. But an Amer-
ican subsidy of France and Germany
and England and Italy and Scandinavia
and the Benelux countries is quite an-
other. We have a continuing problem.

Our wealthy, powerful European al-
lies, who do not themselves face seri-
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ous threats, have gotten so used to the
American taxpayer picking up the tab
for the common defense that they do
not make a contribution. Part of the
objection to NATO was an objection
over an excessive contribution from
Americans. We in this amendment take
what the State Department and De-
fense Department told us it would cost
and we say that will be the maximum.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, |
would say the gentleman is absolutely
correct. It is a good amendment. We all
should support it.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman be-
cause this may become a dispute be-
tween this body and the Senate, and I
hope we will have our conferees stand-
ing firm for the American taxpayer if
the Senate tries to Kkill it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to thank Members on both
sides of the aisle for their overwhelm-
ing support which enables disabled vet-
erans and their disabled family mem-
bers to participate in outdoor activi-
ties. For example, if they go fishing,
they want a rail with a wheelchair or a
sub. All funds are paid for by private
funds. It has had overwhelming support
from the Sportsmen’s Caucus with over
200 members.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to thank the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON) and other members of the Com-
mittee on National Security for accom-
modating my amendment as part of the
manager’s en bloc amendment. The
amendment that | offered allows serv-
ice personnel who serve on the Joint
Task Force for Full Accounting in
Southeast Asia and who are working to
seek a full accounting of our MIAs, it
will allow them to receive hardship
duty pay. There are about 155 members
of the task force at any given time and
hardship duty pay is up to $300 per
month per person.

The men and women on these teams
have volunteered for this tour of duty.
They are dedicated to recovering and
repatriating the remains of their col-
leagues, but must often work in areas
that are littered with unexploded clus-
ter bomb units and Sidewinder mis-
siles. Add to that the malaria and
snake infested, poisonous snake in-
fested areas.

They provide great service to our Na-
tion by giving the families of our lost
service personnel hope and closure.
They fully deserve our support. This
small measure will demonstrate our
commitment and show that we appre-
ciate the danger that they encounter
while on the job.
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| had the opportunity to travel there
and to see them at work and to experi-
ence firsthand the arduous ordeal that
they go through in discharging this
very, very sacred duty of returning the
remains of our lost servicemen and
women.

| appreciate this, Mr. Chairman. | ap-
preciate the accommodation and cer-
tainly this is, | think, in the best inter-
est of our service personnel and cer-
tainly in the best interest of the fami-
lies of our lost servicemen who have
not yet been repatriated.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. HUNTER).

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
our chairman for yielding me the time.
I want to yield to the gentlewoman
from Washington and to the gentleman
from North Carolina to explain a very
important provision which will give
the same tax breaks to our uniformed
folks that we have given to the rest of
the country with respect to a home
sale.

| yield to the gentlewoman from
Washington (Mrs. Linda SMITH).

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, this provision expresses
Congress’s resolve to fix something
that we did not do quite right last year
in the Taxpayer Relief Act. Under the
Taxpayer Relief Act, we allow people
who sell their residence to exclude the
first $250,000 of profit or $500,000 for a
married couple. To qualify, though, the
couple has to live in the home two of
the last five years. In military States
like mine and the two gentlemen
standing with me, that does not always
work with the deployment practices of
this administration. So we just ask
that we change this to say that if they
are actively deployed, that also is con-
sidered as living in the home. It is only
fair and they deserve it.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina

(Mr. JONES).
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, | join the
gentleman from California  (Mr.

HUNTER) and the gentlewoman from
Washington (Mrs. LINDA SMITH) in of-
fering this amendment today to urge
the House to address this issue quickly.

The truth is Congress never intended
to change the longstanding policy, that
is, to understand the unique nature of
homeownership for the American tax-
payer serving in the military, when we
drafted the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997.
It was an oversight. Clearly, it is un-
fair to deny men, women in the mili-
tary the same tax relief as their civil-
ian counterparts. That is exactly what
is happening. | urge my colleagues to
support this resolution and the legisla-
tion to correct this unfairness.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, this
just says if you are stationed around
the world and you may have been rent-
ing your home out for two of the last
five years because of the extraordinary
demands on uniformed service people,
you can designate that home as your
place of residence even though you
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may be deployed in a different place. |
thank both the authors of this legisla-
tion. They have done a lot to help our
uniformed folks.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my good friend from Missouri for yield-
ing me this time.

I rise to commend the bipartisan sup-
port for this bill and the leadership.

However, | am concerned that the
level of modernization funding for our
aging tactical trucks, specifically the
HMMWYV and the 2% ton truck ex-
tended service program, may be inad-
equate. The Army and Marine Corps
have placed HMMWYV near the top of
their unfunded requirements priority
list, but the fiscal year 1999 HMMWV
budget request level would result in a
gap in HMMWYV production.

The Army would require an increase
to the budget of $65.7 million to meet
existing requirements and avoid a pro-
duction gap. The Marine Corps would
require an increase of $37 million to ac-
celerate replacement of aging
HMMWYVs with corrosion problems. In
addition, the 2% ton truck ESP pro-
gram is critical to our Army Guard and
Reserve forces which have large fleets
of overage trucks. To meet existing re-
quirements and to avoid a production
gap, the 2% ton truck ESP request
needs to be increased by $93 million.
The Senate version does this, and I
would encourage the conferees to sup-
port the Senate authorization levels
for these programs.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SISISKY).

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand the concerns of the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana. The commit-
tee recognizes the importance of
HMMWYV and 2% ton truck ESP and
their unique roles in meeting defense
requirements. | would like to assure
the gentleman that | will ensure your
concerns are carefully considered as
this bill moves through the conference
process.

Mr. ROEMER. | thank the gentleman
from Virginia and the gentleman from
Missouri and our Republican leadership
on this bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. HANSEN) for the purpose of a col-
loquy.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
engage the chairman of the Committee
on National Security regarding the de-
velopment of fiber optic sensor tech-
nology in the Navy’s anti-submarine
warfare program.

Mr. Chairman, for several years the
Committee on National Security has
recommended additional funds for re-
search and development of fiber optic
technology for the Navy’s anti-sub-
marine warfare program. This effort
has been highly successful.
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Fiber optic technology is playing a
major role in the development of ad-
vanced sonar centers and arrays for
submarines, including the new attack
submarine, surface ships, and the ad-
vanced deployable system.

This year, however, | am particularly
concerned that funding for the ad-
vanced deployable system did not spe-
cifically address fiber optics and may
inadvertently preclude the Navy from
accelerating this technology, even
though the Navy program office views
fiber optics as a high priority.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HANSEN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to report to the gentleman that
despite the severe constraints on the
budget, the committee fully funded the
Navy’s budget request for the develop-
ment of fiber optic technology, includ-
ing $11.3 million to complete the devel-
opment of the AIll Optical Deployable
System. The Navy’s request represents
an increased emphasis on the use of
fiber optic technology, and | under-
stand that the Navy’s anti-submarine
warfare plan emphasizes the exploi-
tation of this technology in the future.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from South Carolina for
the information and trust that he will
continue to work with me to accelerate
the development of these important
naval technologies.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. RILEY).

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, the fiscal
year 1997 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act directed the Department of
Defense to conduct an assessment of al-
ternative technologies for the disposal
of assembled chemical munitions. Con-
gress allocated $40 million for the As-
sembled Chemical Weapons Assessment
program in the past year, better known
as the ACWA program. ACWA is ex-
pected to deliver its recommendations
to Congress this December.

My amendment, which has been
drafted in consultation with the House
Committee on National Security staff,
will allow the Department of Defense
to continue the ACWA program beyond
the demonstration phase. The Riley
amendment transfers oversight of the
alternative technology program from
the Under Secretary of Defense for ac-
quisition and technology to the Sec-
retary of the Army. In addition, it pro-
vides $12.6 million for a full pilot dem-
onstration of an alternative to high
temperature incineration.

Mr. Chairman, | believe we must con-
tinue the progress that we have made
in the development of alternative
chemical demilitarization tech-
nologies. | thank the chairman and the
staff for working with me on this
amendment and urge my colleagues to
support the en bloc amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. TRAFICANT).
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(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
want to thank the chairman, the dis-
tinguished ranking member for putting
my amendments en bloc. One is a Buy
American amendment with a compli-
ance report which must be submitted
in 60 days. The other would be a simple
transfer, some task keeping in my dis-
trict. 1 appreciate their help on the
transfer of that property.

The third one was an unusual request
from the veterans of America to me on
my issue of Buy American. It states
that when a veteran passes, that flag
that is placed in that coffin shall be 100
percent made in America. That is what
they wanted.
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An unusual request. They did not
want the flag to be made somewhere
else. And that is in here, and | thank
the gentleman because we did not get
into any big debate about it.

But there is a fourth very important
issue that | ask the chairman and the
ranking member to consider. Nearly
every major aviation tragedy has been
due to bad weather, where the runway
was absolutely missed with the exist-
ing technology. I am asking that re-
port language, if necessary, or the con-
ference, take up the position that
would allow for and authorize a limited
testing of laser-guided systems that
work second to none in bad weather.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DUKE CUNNINGHAM) knows this; that
when a pilot gets down into that cloud
cover, they do not have a whole lot of
time to react. And most of these avia-
tion tragedies, including Ron Brown’s,
is they misjudged that landing strip.

So, now, this is not in there. And all
I am asking, and | am not even asking
that we put money into it, just get the
Air Force, with whatever money they
can find, if they can find it, to retrofit
one air base and try it; where the pilot
locks in and lands in the same spot on
that runway every time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | appre-
ciate the gentleman’s position. As he
knows, we have been talking about this
thing before, and | will do all | can as
we go through the process to make this
happen.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
appreciate the gentleman’s efforts.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON).

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, 1 first of all thank my dis-
tinguished chairman for yielding me
this time, and thank again our ranking
member for his cooperation.

I will speak briefly. | have four
amendments, all of which are in the en
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bloc, or five amendments, actually.
One is a noncontroversial amendment |
have cosponsored with the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. PICKETT) clarifying
our R&D section of the bill.

A second clarifies our jurisdiction
over next generation internet, to make
sure that all the funding for next gen-
eration internet paid for by the Depart-
ment of Defense is, in fact, authorized
by the defense authorization bill.

The third amendment, Mr. Chairman,
deals with the issue of a nuclear race
cooperative program with Russia, a
very severe problem. It allows our mili-
tary, where they desire, to in fact ex-
change cooperative assistance to the
Russians in cleaning up what is, in
fact, a very real problem with their
spent nuclear fuel and with their de-
activated nuclear submarines.

The two major amendments | wanted
to focus on, first off all is the THAAD
amendment. We had, unfortunately,
the fifth unsuccessful test of the
THAAD program. Working with my
colleague, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), we have gone in
and we have tweaked the contractor.
We are giving the Department of De-
fense the authorization to impose li-
ability on any further failures of the
test of THAAD. We break off the mis-
sile program to allow the radar and the
BMC cube to move forward. They are
both very successful. And we say to the
Pentagon, bring in a second contractor
team to help oversee the THAAD pro-
gram.

And, finally, the last amendment | do
with a distinguished Member, who is
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), and that
is to look at the whole issue of how we
respond to terrorist incidents. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has been a lead
in the body. He has, in fact, requested
four consecutive GAO reports on the
problems associated with response to
planning for weapons of mass destruc-
tion and terrorist activities in this
country.

My subcommittee has held five hear-
ings on this issue. There are severe
problems. James Lee Witt, the head of
FEMA, just recently pulled FEMA out
of the directorate role because of con-
fusion. What we say to the administra-
tion is, it is time to step back and look
at reorganizing this process to be more
efficient and effective in responding to
terrorist incidents.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

It gives me great pleasure to jointly
offer this amendment with the gen-
tleman  from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON). | take this opportunity to
commend him for his leadership and
his effort, and | certainly enjoy work-
ing with him on this very, very impor-
tant issue for our country, and | thank
him for that.

The amendment contains several
promising provisions. | am particularly
pleased with section 1413, which con-
tains language authorizing a domestic
preparedness pilot program. The pilot,
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aimed at improving the Defense
Against Weapons of Mass Destruction
Act of 1996, allows the FBI to assist
Federal, State and local agencies with
threat and risk assessments in order to
determine training and equipment re-
quirements. This is something we need.
I believe this is a step in the right di-
rection.

Mr. Speaker, addressing the threat of
terrorism presents great challenges for
our Nation. At present, at least 43 Fed-
eral departments, agencies and bureaus
are involved. At times, uneven and
nearly incompatible levels of expertise
exist, and duplication and poor commu-
nication may also complicate our ef-
fort.

Furthermore, GAO, at my request, as
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) pointed out, recently con-
cluded a series of terrorism studies
with these observations: That no regu-
lar governmentwide collection and re-
view of funding data exists; that no ap-
parent governmentwide set of prior-
ities has been established; that no as-
sessment process exists to coordinate
and focus government efforts; and that
no government office or entity main-
tains the authority to enforce coordi-
nation.

It is, therefore, within this context
that |1 ask the House to consider this
amendment. This language offers the
potential to better prioritize training
and assistance to American cities. It is
also a timely and complementary
amendment, in that, as | understand,
the President will soon announce rec-
ommended improvements to our re-
sponse program.

Together, these two efforts, this lan-
guage and the President’s proposal,
should bring us one step closer to at-
taining adequate coordination through-
out all aspects of government. With an
eye aimed toward this goal, | look for-
ward to working with both the major-
ity and the administration over the
next several weeks.

I again compliment the gentleman
from Pennsylvania and thank him for
his coordination and cooperation with
me.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DOOLITTLE).

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, |
commend the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and the commit-
tee for their attempt to bring objectiv-
ity and honesty to the readiness re-
porting system.

When 1 visit with military people in
the field, | often hear about the lack of
ammunition, spare parts, fuel and
other essential equipment that is de-
grading their training for combat.

I thank the chairman also for incor-
porating my amendment in the en bloc
amendments. This amendment would
require the Secretary of Defense to re-
port to Congress on the vital issue of
retention. Air Force and Navy pilots,
perhaps the most intensely and expen-
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sively trained members of the military,
are leaving in droves, and other highly
trained members of our Armed Forces
are also leaving.

Why? Because over the past 5 years
they have been asked repeatedly to do
more with less. That means more mis-
sions of marginal value to the security
of the United States, executed with
fewer people, older equipment and,
most vitally, less combat training.

This amendment will take a look at
this. And | want to urge my colleagues
to support the amendment and to sup-
port the bill.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and | rise in support of the en
bloc amendment, and | am very happy
that the committee has agreed to ac-
cept the amendments sponsored by the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM) and myself for inclusion in
the en bloc amendment.

This amendment, quite briefly, con-
tinues to make this distinction be-
tween nuclear power plants, which are
used to generate electricity that have
light bulbs and toast made for civilians
in their homes, and nuclear power
plants or linear accelerators which are
used to construct nuclear bombs.

For 50 years in America we have kept
these two facilities separate. When
people have their lights go on at home,
they know they are not making any
material that could be used in the con-
struction of a nuclear weapon.

Now, the Congress realized this, and
back in 1982, Senator Hart and Senator
Simpson were able to pass an amend-
ment which memorialized this. Kept
them separate. But there is a little bit
of a loophole. They did not mention the
word ‘‘tritium.” And what the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM) and | are seeking to do is add
that word, this critical ingredient for
nuclear bombs as well.

Otherwise, the TVA, civilian elec-
tricity generator for use in homes, will
be able to qualify as a nuclear weapons
material bomb making factory. And
that is not good, especially when we
are trying to convince the Indians that
they should not use their civilian reac-
tors for nuclear material; the Paki-
stanis that they should not use their
civilian reactors for nuclear materials;
that only military facilities should be
used.

The facility that we are talking
about here is a civilian facility that is
overseen by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. This is a policy which has
served America well for 50 years. | urge
the committee to adopt the en bloc
amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, the Reuse Technology Adoption
Program, RTAP, assists the military
services and defense agencies through
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the reuse of computer software, origi-
nally developed for older defense sys-
tems, in the development of new de-
fense systems.

For fiscal year 1998, Congress pro-
vided $2.5 million to continue RTAP as
a part of the Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency’s Computing
Systems and Communications Tech-
nology program. Advanced software en-
gineering techniques and training de-
veloped under the RTAP program have
contributed to the reuse of software
and programs such as the Joint Strike
Fighter, the F-22, the EF-111 aircraft,
the small ICBM, the global positioning
system, and the Comanche helicopter.
Other RTAP products have also been
used in the software technology for
Adaptable Reliable Systems programs
and by the Institute for Defense Analy-
sis.

Mr. Chairman, | believe the Reuse
Technology Adoption Program will re-
sult in lower software development and
acquisition costs, increase the quality
and productivity of software intensive
systems, and assist the Department of
Defense in developing more efficient
and cost effective systems for our
Armed Forces.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. | yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | share
the gentleman’s views on the results of
the programs, such as Reuse Tech-
nology Adoption Program, and the con-
tribution such programs can make to-
wards stretching the increasingly lim-
ited research and development funds
available to DOD.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the distinguished chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, may |
inquire how much time is remaining on
each side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) has 11
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) has
13 minutes remaining.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CRAMER).

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the ranking member for yielding me
this time.

I rise reluctantly in opposition to the
en bloc amendments. Our colleague
from Massachusetts just spoke about
the tritium issue. The Markey-Graham
amendment is a dangerous amendment,
and | hope my colleagues will listen to
me.

The issue is tritium. We will be inter-
rupting, if we adopt this amendment in
the en bloc amendments, we will be in-
terrupting an already mandated proc-
ess by DOE to evaluate how we produce
tritium.

This country must have tritium for
bombs. But tritium is not a substance
that we are not already seeing com-
mercial use of. It is used on airport
runways. It is used in exit signs. There
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have been opportunities before for us
to use this very important substance.

Back in 1988, we decided we had
enough tritium. In 1993, we decided
that we needed more tritium; that we
needed to advance the production of it.
So we mandated that DOE begin a
process of evaluating how we would do
that. If we adopt this amendment
today, we are eliminating one of the
two options for producing tritium that
are under consideration by DOE.

So the Members need to be aware
this is a very controversial amend-
ment. This is a very controversial proc-
ess that we will be getting into. And if
Members are confused, they should
vote against the en bloc amendments
in order to allow DOE and the adminis-
tration to complete a process that we
started.

So please pay attention to this
amendment. It should not be in the en
bloc amendments. There has been no
hearing over this particular issue at
all, and here we are on the floor, within
a matter of a few minutes that we can
squeeze out, trying to decide an issue
that is extremely important to this
country.

Please vote against the en bloc
amendments because of the Markey-
Graham amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS).

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

My amendment would require the
secretaries of each military depart-
ment to draft a plan and set a schedule
for implementing best inventory prac-
tices for secondary inventory items.

This may sound rather innocuous,
Mr. Chairman, but this tiny amend-
ment would reap substantial savings
for the Department of Defense, the
American people and, perhaps more im-
portantly, the fighting men and women
of this great country.

The General Accounting Office re-
cently reported that 62 percent of the
hardware items purchased by DOD
went unused for an entire year, and
that an additional 21 percent of these
items had enough inventory to last for
more than 2 years.
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That means that 77 percent of the
Department of Defense’s $5.7 billion
hardware inventory is wasting away in
some warehouse.

With innovative solutions through-
out the Department of Defense, our
fighting men and women will have
more reliable logistic systems at a
lower cost, and that is what this
amendment is about.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, first of all, | would like to
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thank the chairman, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), and
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON), the ranking member, for ac-
cepting one of my amendments regard-
ing soldiers’ pensions en bloc.

While | understand this sort of pro-
tection is necessary for those who have
served honorably, 1 was most dis-
appointed to see it used as a loophole
for enlisted men who have a felony con-
viction to avoid punishment. My
amendment closes this loophole, and I
thank them for accepting.

I also rise in support of the Session
amendment requiring the Department
of Defense to begin using modern, best-
business practices, common-sense busi-
ness practices for its inventory control.
I am happy to see that he, as well as
members of the Committee on National
Security, are finally taking up an issue
on which I have been working for many
years.

The Department of Defense controls
some of the most advanced technology
in the world, but its inventory manage-
ment practices are stuck in the stone
ages. Last year, the General Account-
ing Office reported that DOD was hold-
ing a secondary inventory worth $67
billion, and they further reported that
$41 billion of which was not needed.
They reported there was a hundred-
year supply of some items that were
totally unnecessary and that it cost
taxpayers $90 million a year just to
house it.

This amendment will require the De-
partment of Defense to order supplies
on an as-needed basis. It will save tax-
payers billions of dollars in useless
parts and supplies.

I compliment my colleague, and | am
glad that he has brought this to the
floor, and | hope that it passes.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST) for the purpose of
a colloquy.

Mr. GILCHREST.
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to engage
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) in a colloquy on the issue of
ship scrapping.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH, as we know, the
government’s program for scrapping
obsolete ships of the Department of De-
fense and the Maritime Administration
has recently come under scrutiny be-
cause of environmental, health and
safety violations that have occurred at
some domestic ship breakers and con-
cerns about the conditions under which
ships are scrapped overseas.

As chairman of the Coast Guard and
Maritime Transportation Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, | held a
hearing on the problems of this pro-
gram in March and will hold a follow-
up hearing on June 4, 1998.

Based upon testimony at the March
hearing and the recently published re-
port of an interagency panel studying
the issue, | continue to have concerns
about the ability of DOD and MARAD

I thank the chair-
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to develop a satisfactory plan to dis-
pose of obsolete vessels.

| intend to aggressively pursue the
ship scrapping issue with a goal of de-
veloping legislation to address this
problem next year. | hope to work
closely with the Merchant Marine
Panel of the Committee on National
Security to pursue the goal of estab-
lishing a viable and environmentally
responsible ship scrapping program.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILCHREST. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Chairman,
I understand the concerns of my col-
league and want to work with him to
examine this issue and work with him
for a solution for the ship disposal
problem that does not impose addi-
tional regulatory or financial burdens
upon the Department of Defense or the
Maritime Administration.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SCARBOROUGH) and the Chairman for
their cooperation in this matter.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP).

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, | am com-
ing back to this tritium issue, the Mar-
key amendment. We need to focus on
this as part of this en bloc amendment.

Tritium is a gas. It is necessary to
maintain our nuclear weapons capabil-
ity in the United States of America.
Just look around the world and we
know that we need to do that. So we
have to produce a tritium source again
by a date certain. The Department of
Energy was given a mandate, as the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CRAMER)
said, by Congress to pursue these le-
gitimate options. And we must produce
tritium.

Two options exist. One is an accelera-
tor-based project, which would be built
in the State of South Carolina, at an
estimated cost of more than $4 billion
with a pretty high annual operation
cost. The accelerator has not been
built, so the technology is really
unproven and untested.

The other option, which has been
tested, is to use a commercial reactor.
TVA, the Tennessee Valley Authority,
which has a defense mission in its char-
ter, was given the Department of En-
ergy project to test tritium. It has
been enormously successful. We have
tested the production of tritium in a
commercial reactor. It is safe and reli-
able, and the operational costs are
lower. And the initial capital cost, the
total cost, is $2%2 billion less than the
accelerator.

But the Markey amendment, working
with the leadership of this committee,
is eliminating the cheaper option com-
pletely. The Senate will not revive it, |
am afraid. This may be the last chance

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

to save the taxpayers $2% billion and
do the right thing.

The National Taxpayers Union is
against it. Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste is against it. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) speaks eloquently. But, frankly,
there is fear tactics being implemented
about the safety of testing tritium or
producing tritium at a commercial re-
actor.

This is a political power play that is
going to cost the American taxpayers
big time over time. This is arbitrary.
Please vote and reluctantly vote
against the en bloc amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM).

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, now
the rest of the story about tritium.

The good news is that when we are
talking about tritium, something we
ought to be talking about, my good
friend the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. WAMP) is absolutely right, it is an
essential component to keep a nuclear
deterrent force operational.

I speak about it from representing a
district that has made tritium for the
United States military for about 50
years. There is parochial interests in-
volved. If they do not have a dog in
this tritium, they make a decision they
think is good for the country. But let
me point a couple things out to my col-
leagues.

The reactor they are talking about
that TVA owns is 85 percent complete.
They do not have the money to com-
plete it. Nobody will buy it, and they
are trying to dump it on the Depart-
ment of Energy. Let me tell my col-
leagues what would be so dangerous to
let this happen.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) is right. Seldom do we
agree on anything. And this is an his-
toric agreement in Congress when the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
GRAHAM) and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) can agree on
something.

But if we allow a commercial reactor
to make a nuclear weapons product, we
are taking 50 years of American public
policy and turning it on its head at a
time the world is in the most danger it
has been in recent times. And what are
we going to tell the Indians when they
use their commercial power plants to
make nuclear weapons? ‘“Do not do
that like us”? That is not what we
want to tell them.

Let us talk about money. | will take
my position as a fiscal conservative
against anybody in this body. The $4
billion price tag we hear about the ac-
celerator, the other way of making
tritium, is too much. $4 billion is too
much to spend.

A modular design is being had right
now to reduce the cost of the accelera-
tor to $2.6 billion. If they use the TVA
numbers to complete this reactor,
which is 85 percent complete, they say
$2%2 billion. A utility that looked at
buying the thing said it cost over $4
billion to complete.
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If they go down this road, they will
be in court forever. Because every
group in this country will sue them to
keep them from using a commercial re-
actor to make a military product, and
they ought to sue them. It will never
happen. Do not take a bad reactor off
TVA’s hands and mess up American
military policy.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. ADERHOLT).

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, trit-
ium production is necessary for our na-
tional defense; and it is certainly rea-
sonable to select the safest, most eco-
nomical source of production.

The Markey amendment which we
have discussed today would force the
Department of Energy to select an
unproven accelerator option that is
three times the cost of proven commer-
cial lot water reactor technology.

The Council for Citizens Against
Government Waste opposes the Markey
amendment, and with good reason.
Should the accelerator option not per-
form well or suffer delays in develop-
ment, the government could be forced
to purchase a light-water reactor in ad-
dition to the accelerator in order not
to hamper our national security.

We can safely spend $1.8 to $2 billion
on a commercial light-water reactor or
risk $4 billion to $6 billion on the accel-
erator option. Unless the Markey
amendment is removed, | must vote
against the en bloc amendments and
strongly encourage my colleagues to do
the same.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. BARR) for a unanimous consent re-
quest.

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED
BY MR. BARR OF GEORGIA

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment at the desk in place of
amendment D-24 be inserted in this en
bloc amendment.

Chairman. The Clerk will report the
modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment, as modified, offered by Mr.
BARR of Georgia:

The amendment as modified is as follows:

At the end of subtitle C of title X (page 227,
after line 14), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 1023. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING ES-
TABLISHMENT OF COUNTER-DRUG
CENTER IN PANAMA.

In anticipation of the closure of all United
States military installations in Panama by
December 31, 1999, it is the sense of Congress
that the Secretary of Defense, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, should con-
tinue negotiations with the Government of
Panama for the establishment in Panama of
a counter-drug center to be used by military
and civilian personnel of the United States,
Panama, and other friendly nations.

Mr. BARR of Georgia (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Georgia?
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There was no objection.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
| appreciate the opportunity to have
this amendment in the en bloc amend-
ment, and particularly as amended.

This amendment puts the Congress of
the United States firmly on record as
encouraging and supporting and urging
the administration of this country and
the administration in Panama to do ev-
erything possible to move forward the
negotiations for the development of a
multinational counter-drug center to
be located in Panama after the date of
December 31, 1999, which is when all
U.S. military and civilian presence in
control of the canal ceases.

This is a very important set of nego-
tiations that are moving forward. They
have not been moving forward with the
dispatch that is necessary. And | think
it is important in our joint effort with
Panama and our colleagues in Latin
America to go on record as encourag-
ing, supporting and proactively moving
forward with these very important ne-
gotiations for the development of a
multinational counter-drug center to
be located in Panama with military
and civilian personnel from Panama,
the United States and other friendly
nations to fight the war against drugs.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the Chairman of the Com-
mittee for yielding me the time, and |
thank the ranking member for support-
ing my amendment, which is included
in the en bloc amendment. And | en-
courage all my colleagues to vote for
the en bloc amendment.

My amendment is an amendment to
fence off the funds for the moderniza-
tion of the eastern test range located
in Cape Canaveral in my district in
Florida, as well as the western test
range in California.

For years now, DOD, because of mul-
tiple demands from all of these over-
seas deployments, has been raiding var-
ious accounts, to include the account
for modernizing our test ranges. The
result is that the range modernization
programs are falling way behind.

I recently witnessed a launch of a
probe to Mars being scrubbed at Cape
Canaveral because of the failure of a
tube. Yes, a tube. We are relying on an-
tiquated technology to keep our launch
ranges operational. This is a disgrace.
Support the modernization of our
ranges. This is a critical issue to our
national security. | encourage a yes
vote on the en bloc amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DooLITTLE) for the purpose of
a colloquy.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) for his
commitment to force readiness. He
knows well how the cuts in training
have put our national security at risk.

But | would like to ask for his com-
mitment that when this bill is in con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ference that he will fight to maintain
the House readiness reporting language
and will work to keep my amendment
on retention in the conference report.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, he can depend on
it. We realize the importance of readi-
ness is one of the important problems
we have, and we will do our best to
keep it in there.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr.
appreciate it.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of this en bloc amendment package,
which includes my amendment to require that
all excess military helicopters meet certain
safety and operational requirements before
they can be transferred to foreign govern-
ments. Any work required to meet these
standards must be done by a qualified U.S.
company in the United States. The amend-
ment has been modified to meet the concerns
of the International Relations Committee.

The purpose of this amendment is two-fold.

First, to ensure that when we transfer these
helicopters (primarily UH-1 Huey’s) to our al-
lies for counter drug missions or other pur-
poses, that the aircraft are actually oper-
ational, and at least, meet minimum safety
standards. The current “where is, as is” stand-
ard often means these aircraft are not air-
worthy when they are transferred. Mexico has
a large fleet of our excess Huey's rotting in a
field, because they haven't been overhauled
and can't fly.

Secondly, to help maintain the aviation in-
dustrial base, any work necessary to bring
these aircraft up to these minimum standards
ought to be done in the United States, by
American workers. This would be consistent
with the standard that we currently use for the
transfer of naval vessels.

In the near term, most of these excess air-
craft are destined for Columbia and other
South American countries to help them fight
the war on drugs. If America is serious about
stemming the tide of the illegal drugs that are
infiltrating our borders, we ought to send our
allies overhauled Huey’s with a five to ten year
life extension, rather then an “as is” Huey that
may last two months.

This policy change makes sense and | urge
all members to support this amendment.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment pending before the House, offered by
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania and Mr. SKELTON
of Missouri addresses matters relating to do-
mestic terrorism involving weapons of mass
destruction. Such matters fall within the juris-
diction of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure through our jurisdiction in
Rule X, clause (1)(g) over “Federal manage-
ment of emergencies and natural disasters,”
including activities of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), the lead federal
agency for domestic emergency preparedness
and response.

While | have some concerns about how
broadly this amendment has been drafted, |
fully support the intent of this Weldon/Skelton
amendment to provide for proper coordination
of Federal, State, and local efforts to prepare
for and respond to domestic terrorism. Accord-
ingly, | look forward to working with members
of the National Security Committee in a
House-Senate conference on this bill to pro-
vide some additional direction to the President
to ensure that the authorizations provided by

Chairman, |
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this amendment will not be used to undertake
activities beyond the intent of Congress.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Hall-Boehlert Amendment which
contains a series of sense-of-the Congress ex-
pressions directing the Department of Defense
to focus more attention to long-term scientific
research. It also requires the Secretary of De-
fense to initiate a study and recommend mini-
mum requirements to maintain a defense tech-
nology base that is sufficient to project superi-
ority in air and space weapons systems and
information technology.

The amendment urges that the Defense De-
partment give science and technology atten-
tion equal to the level received by program ac-
quisition; that the secretary of each military
department ensure that a senior member of
the department holds the appropriate title and
responsibility to ensure effective oversight and
emphasis on science and technology; and that
annual reviews should be conducted to ensure
a sufficient percentage of science and tech-
nology funds are directed toward new tech-
nology areas.

In the past, establishing science and tech-
nology as a priority for our military has effec-
tively contributed to our National defense and
it will be even more important in the future.
Once, in an era of simpler technology, Ameri-
ca's superior brain power could over take the
enemy’s technology through sudden spurts of
scientific development. But now, with longer
lead times for technology development, the
Nation no longer has the luxury of ramping up
scientific research only during the time of cri-
ses. Only a vital, invigorated, and ongoing
science and technology program will provide
our military with the technology required to
maintain air, space, and information superi-
ority.

Recent budget requests by the services, es-
pecially the Air Force, do not reflect the need
for basic scientific research to maintain future
military supremacy. My hope is that this
amendment will instill the longer term view
needed in the services to create quantum
leaps in capability in the next century.

| thank Mr. BOEHLERT, the cosponsor of the
amendment for his support on this issue. |
urge the adoption of the amendment.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the en bloc amendment, which includes the
Weldon-Capps provision. | want to commend
my colleague from Florida, Dr. WELDON, for
his hard work and leadership on this issue and
| am pleased that the Committee has agreed
to accept this important amendment.

This bill continues the commitment that we
must make to ensure that our national de-
fenses are strong enough to keep our country
safe. It also continues the commitment that we
have to the men and women of our armed
services to ensure that they are provided with
the equipment, facilities and support nec-
essary to do their jobs safely and efficiently.
They deserve nothing less.

The Weldon-Capps amendment does one
simple thing: It protects funds in the Air Force
Budget that are supposed to go to modernize
our two launch ranges at Vandenberg AFB
and Cape Canaveral. The upgrading of these
facilities is crucial for our national defense and
to support our growing commercial space in-
dustry.

The Air Force is currently undertaking a
multi-year, $1.3 billion range modernization
program for these two sites. Originally, it was
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to be completed in 2003. However, this mod-
ernization program for our launch ranges is
now running three years behind schedule, and
is now not expected to be completed until at
least 2006.

This delay has arisen because over the last
five years funds have been continually si-
phoned off and used for other Air Force
projects. This has needlessly delayed the
much needed upgrade of the launch ranges at
Vandenberg and at Cape Canaveral.

These are the primary launch facilities in the
continental United States and their role is cru-
cial in all of our space activities. However, a
lack of modern infrastructure has seriously
hindered U.S. space launch capabilities and it
costs the Air Force money to maintain out-
dated facilities.

Unless we act to ensure that these funds
are dedicated to this critical project, we will
continue to hinder our military, NASA and
commercial launches.

| am grateful that the Committee has recog-
nized the value of this amendment to our na-
tional security and will support its addition to
the bill.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to the Gilman amendment although |
agree with many of the concerns about nu-
clear proliferation which he expresses.

| oppose the Gilman amendment because it
is unnecessary, and it runs counter to our ef-
forts to discourage nuclear proliferation. Non-
OECD countries like Taiwan, Thailand, and
others, are planning the construction of sev-
eral nuclear power facilities over the next dec-
ade. U.S. companies are on the cutting edge
of these technologies having recently devel-
oped and licensed advanced light water reac-
tors which are strong competitors for this busi-
ness. Business which could run into the bil-
lions of dollars.

But our interests here are not just commer-
cial. Unlike their counterparts designed in Rus-
sia and elsewhere, U.S. light water reactors
are at very little risk for nuclear proliferation.
Our reactor designs are not conducive to the
production of highly enriched uranium, pluto-
nium, or other weapons materials. U.S. citi-
zens can rest easier knowing that reactors
built in these non-OECD countries are not pro-
ducing weapons materials.

Sometimes the United States must sacrifice
its commercial interests for the sake of na-
tional security, and | have supported that. But
in the area of nuclear power technology, en-
couraging the use of U.S. designs significantly
enhances our nonproliferation efforts, and en-
hances nuclear safety. And these sales will
produce significant revenues for the U.S.
treasury. The treasury will receive royalties as
a result of our contribution to the Advanced
Light Water Reactor program.

Current law already requires licenses and
an opportunity for public comment in the ex-
port of these technologies. Adding a layer of
complexity to this process is unnecessary. |
urge a no vote on the Gilman amendment.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Weldon-Spratt amendment.

On May 12 the U.S. Army performed its
eighth test of the THAAD anti-ballistic missile
system. The test was a failure, and this failure
comes despite almost a year of preparation
following a string of 3 earlier unsuccessful
intercept tests.

The Weldon-Spratt amendment addresses
this problem in an aggressive manner. The
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amendment directs the Department to identify
and contract with a company capable of pro-
ducing the THAAD system in a leader-follower
contract arrangement. In other words, we are
telling Lockheed Martin that if they cannot fix
the THAAD interceptor, the contract may be
taken away from them. The amendment also
directs DOD to modify its contract to ensure
that THAAD'’s primary contractor shares in the
cost of future test failures. Both steps are
needed to bring necessary accountability to
this program. Both steps are taken in the sin-
cerest desire that they help the program suc-
ceed.

We take steps for the simple reason that
THAAD is too important to fail. The THAAD
system is the archetype upon which we are
patterning our family of systems for missile de-
fense. It is the mother of all missile defense
systems, if you will.

THAAD is not the first system to experience
difficulties in testing, and the Weldon-Spratt
amendment builds on past experience in utiliz-
ing the prospect of competition to encourage
improved program performance. Many mem-
bers will remember the numerous problems
experienced with the C-17, where the pros-
pect of competition was used effectively by the
Congress to bring focus back to the program.
And the C-17 is now a success.

It is important to recognized that large por-
tions of the THAAD system are and have
been working well. The THAAD radar and its
battle management command, control, and
communications systems are working well.
The Weldon-Spratt amendment allows these
components of THAAD to proceed to the Engi-
neering Manufacturing and Development
(EMD) phase when they are ready.

Finally, the Weldon-Spratt amendment clari-
fies the criteria for allowing the program to
proceed with the procurement of 40 UOES
test missiles. We mandate two successful ki-
netic kill intercepts before any funding is com-
mitted for UOES procurement.

Mr. Chairman, these steps are necessary
and prudent and | urge all members to support
the Weldon-Spratt amendment.

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, today, | rise
in strong opposition to the Markey-Graham
amendment which would prohibit the produc-
tion of tritium at Commercial Light Water Re-
actors (CLWR) for defense purposes. But |
also want to raise the fact that this amend-
ment is being considered in Mr. SPENCE’s “en
bloc” amendment with a group of amend-
ments that are non-controversial in nature.
And, for the most part | support the en bloc
amendments.

However, the Markey-Graham amendment
deserves an up or down vote on its own. This
is a controversial issue and a major policy de-
cision. This should not be buried in the en
bloc amendment. Because, if we were to vote
on this amendment alone—Members would
have to vote against Markey-Graham. From a
budgetary and fiscal standpoint, the Markey-
Graham amendment eliminates choice of a
more economic and scientifically proven meth-
od for tritium production—use of an existing
commercial light water reactor.

Tritium gas is an essential component for
nuclear weapons. In fact, tritium gas is used in
every U.S. nuclear weapon to enhance its ex-
plosive yield. The last time the U.S. production
tritium was in 1988 at a test reactor at Savan-
nah River. That facility was shut down and the
U.S. has not produced tritium since then.
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In 1993, both the Department of Energy and
the Department of Defense determined that
the production of tritium must be resumed to
enable the U.S. to maintain its weapons stock-
pile. Under current law, DOE will make a deci-
sion on tritium production by December of this
year.

DOE has been engaged in a lengthy, thor-
ough examination of the technology, environ-
mental impact, cost, reliability, and non-
proliferation concerns of each option. It is im-
perative to allow DOE to finish their review of
the options an make an informed decision, se-
lecting the option that best serves the national
interest. This amendment would short circuit
that important process and arbitrarily force
DOE to select the accelerator option.

The accelerator option—by any standard—
costs at least two times as much as the com-
mercial reactor option. That's right, estimates
from DOE and CBO show that the commercial
reactor projected costs range from $1.8-$2.0
billion while the costs for the accelerator are in
the $3.9-$6.72 billion range. Plus, approxi-
mately $150 million in federal funds for annual
operating expenses would be required at the
accelerator, whether it manufactures tritium or
not. Do the math. It defies fiscal responsibility
to eliminate the commercial reactor option
from consideration.

And, it is important to remember that tritium
production in a commercial reactor is NOT a
proliferation issue. Let me repeat that—ac-
cording to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
the production of tritium in a commercial reac-
tor is not a proliferation issue. Tritium is not
considered to be special nuclear material.
And, it can be produced for commercial use—
it is used to illuminate objects such as airport
runway lights and non-electrical signs.

There is no question in my mind that my
constituents and yours—and all American tax-
payers—deserve an informed decision that
has considered the cost and technological ad-
vantages, as well as the proliferation concerns
of each option.

That is why | am voting no on the Markey
amendment and urge my colleagues to vote
no on the Markey amendment, as well.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in support of an amendment which will im-
prove TRICARE, the military managed health
care program. | have the privilege of rep-
resenting the 17th District of Texas which in-
cludes Abilene, TX. Abilene is located one of
the first regions in which TRICARE was imple-
mented. There were many problems with the
start up of the TRICARE Program in our area,
and although many of the initial bugs have
been worked out of the system, there are still
several areas of improvements to the program
which are needed—improvements which will
help to maintain and to improve access to
quality health care for our Nation's military,
their dependents, and retirees.

One of the issues my constituents have
identified is claim processing and the hassle
associated with the TRICARE system.
TRICARE requires that its regional contractors
use a computer software program known as
ClaimCheck. ClaimCheck is a bundling system
similar to the Correct Coding Initiative used by
the Medicare Program which “bundles” claims
for multiple services performed during a single
visit to a health care provider. When claims
are bundled, services considered to be inci-
dental to the primary service are reimbursed
at a lower rate.
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Currently there is no provision for appeals
from ClaimCheck denials even though the De-
partment of Defense has acknowledged that
ClaimCheck software in some cases con-
tradicts Department policy. The Department of
Defense has indicated an interest in establish-
ing a formal appeal process; however, no con-
crete steps toward establishing such a proc-
ess have been taken. The amendment Con-
gressman THUNE and | have proposed would
simply require the Department to prepare and
submit a proposal to establish an appeal proc-
ess which could simply mean incorporating
ClaimCheck denials into the existing appeals
process. The amendment does not dictate the
nature of the process.

Although this is a small step to decrease the
hassle-factor for both military patients and ci-
vilian doctors, | believe it is an important step
in the right direction to improve the military
health care system and the quality of life of
those who serve and have served our nation.

| urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment by voting for the en bloc amendment in
which it is included.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment that | am offering before the House
today will compel the Secretary of Commerce
to transmit any information that is requested
by the Director of Central Intelligence, Sec-
retary of Defense, Secretary of Energy, and
Designees of these three officials in a timely
manner (defined as within 5 days of request)
upon receiving a written request for such ma-
terial. The information that these officials could
request includes: export licenses and informa-
tion on exports that were carried out under an
export license by the Department of Com-
merce and information collected by the De-
partment of Commerce on exports from the
United States that were carried out without an
export license.

The amendment doesn't ask them to
produce new data or collect additional infor-
mation. It simply requires the Secretary of
Commerce to provide the information that he
maintains—as a part of his department’'s day-
to-day mission—to these selected Executive
Branch Secretaries to enable them to do their
jobs of producing intelligence and protecting
our nation.

Mr. Chairman, until recently, | would not
have believed that this body would have to
mandate timely cooperation between Execu-
tive branch departments. However, when the
defense of this nation and it's citizens is chal-
lenged or compromised—the time has come.

The current situation with China and the
transfer of satellite technology is in the news
right now, but similar situations inside the ad-
ministration are proliferating almost as quickly
weapons of mass destruction are around the
world.

Let me share the example that focuses on
the seriousness of the issue.

In last year's defense bill, the National Se-
curity Committee recommended a study to as-
sess the extent and the impact of the distribu-
tion of U.S. and allied supercomputers to
China, the former Soviet Union, Iran, lIraq,
Syria and Libya.

The National Security Committee has been
increasingly concerned about technology
transfers of this type in recent years.

The study would have assessed the effect
of the technology transfers on the design, de-
velopment, manufacturing, performance and
testing of nuclear, chemical and biological

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

weapons; weapons platforms; command and

control communications; and financial, com-

mercial, government and military communica-
tions.

The Defense Intelligence Agency and the
Department of Energy were assigned the task
of conducting the analysis.

However, they were unable to get any as-
sistance from the Department of Commerce.

They needed assistance from Commerce
since Commerce is charged with the respon-
sibility to control the export of sensitive tech-
nologies that have both military and civil appli-
cations.

The Department of Commerce refused to
cooperate for the entire period of the study.
Only after pointed communications from the
Chairman and Ranking Member of the Na-
tional Security Committee, did they provide
“derivative” data that was not usable for the
analysis that had been requested.

Mr. Chairman, it is not uncommon for our in-
telligence entities to have to go to other Exec-
utive Branch departments to collect “raw” in-
formation that they process into usable intel-
ligence. It is a common requirement that has
not presented a problem in the past.

This “stonewalling” behavior by Commerce
was unprecedented. While it was unprece-
dented, it was no less excusable!

This was one Executive Branch department
refusing to provide information to another Ex-
ecutive Branch department.

| am at a loss to explain the difference be-
tween Commerce’s response and the re-
sponses of the other Executive Branch depart-
ments. Did Commerce have something to hide
or was there something else at play in this in-
cident?

Commerce’s intransigence had national se-
curity implications and it is incumbent on us to
ensure that our decisions are not affected by
faulty information and analysis in the future!

Our national security demands that the Con-
gress and the President make decisions
based on timely, accurate and truthful intel-
ligence.

| urge my colleagues to support my amend-
ment and ensure that our national security is
not compromised in the future.

FISCAL YEAR 1998 NDAA—IMPLICATIONS OF
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER; ‘“A CASE STUDY OF
THE STALL”

July 15, 1997—The HNSC recommended a
study be conducted by the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency (DIA) to study the distribu-
tion of United States and allied super-
computers to China, the former Soviet
Union, Iran, Iraq, Syria and Libya to Assess
the impact of Technology Transfers on:

Nuclear weapons design, development,
manufacturing, performance and testing
chemical and biological weapon design, de-
velopment, manufacturing, performance and
testing;

Design, development, manufacturing, per-
formance and testing of major weapons plat-
forms (tactical aircraft, cruise/ballistic mis-
siles, submarines);

Anti-submarine warfare; command and
control communications; intelligence collec-
tion, processing and dissemination; finan-
cial, commercial, government and military
communications.

December 10, 1997—Chariman SPENCE and
ranking minority member DELLUMS re-
quested the study of DIA and asked for a re-
port by 2 March 1998. Chairman SPENCE and
Mr. DELLUMS also asked the Department of
Energy to conduct a review concentrating on
the impact of high performance computer ex-
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ports on the design, development, manufac-
turing, performance and testing of nuclear
weapons and associated delivery systems.

Early December 1997—The staffs of DIA
and DOE submit oral requests for informa-
tion from the Department of Commerce for
all the info they have on supercomputers to
the study target countries. The Department
of Commerce is the executive agency with
responsibility to control the export of sen-
sitive technologies that have both military
and civil applications. These oral requests
were denied.

December 22, 1997—The Director, DIA, LTG
Patrick Hughes wrote to the Deputy Sec-
retary of Commerce and requested that the
Commerce Department supply the informa-
tion on supercomputer exports. The Com-
merce Department finally responded on 3
February 1998.

January 7, 1998—Chairman SPENCE and Mr.
DELLUMS wrote to William Daley, Secretary
of Commerce asking that the Department of
Commerce provide the requested information
to the DIA and DOE.

February 3, 1998—Under Secretary of Com-
merce William Reinsch responded to the De-
cember 22 letter from DIA.

Under Secretary Reinsch stated that Com-
merce would defer to the DCI on who should
conduct the study that had been tasked to
DIA and DOE. The CIA later attempted to
transfer the requested information to the
DIA and DOE but the Department of Com-
merce refused to allow such a transfer.

March 3, 1998—The Director, DIA wrote the
HNSC that he could not complete the study
because he was not able to obtain the nec-
essary information from the Department of
Commerce.

March 3, 1998—Chairman FLOYD SPENCE of
the House National Security Committee
wrote to William Daley, Secretary of Com-
merce.

Chairman SPENCE stated his understanding
that the Department of Commerce had de-
clined the DIA and DOE requests for infor-
mation on supercomputer exports.

Chairman SPENCE stated that, “‘I find the
prospect that information is being denied to
intelligence agencies that are attempting to
determine the effect of illicit exports on U.S.
national security highly disturbing and be-
lieve such dilatory tactics are indicative of a
cavalier attitude by your department on
matters of national security.”

Chairman SPENCE again requested the per-
sonal assurance of the Secretary of Com-
merce that Commerce would cooperate fully
with the requested intelligence review.

March 3, 1998—the Secretary of Commerce
responded to the January 7, 1998 letter from
Chairman SpPeENCE and Ranking Minority
Member DELLUMS.

Secretary Daley’s letter stated, ‘‘the De-
partment of Commerce has been in contact
with the Director of Central Intelligence re-
garding this matter, and we intend to defer
to his judgment on how to best proceed with
respect to the conduct of the study.” (See
the entry for February 3, above.)

March 9, 1998—the DIA and the DOE re-
ceived ‘‘derivative’” supercomputer export
information from the Department of Com-
merce.

April 30, 1998—the Director of the DIA
wrote to Under Secretary of Commerce
Reinsch thanking him for the ‘“‘derivative re-
port”” on the export of high performance
computers but stating that the information
provided by Commerce ‘‘does not provide the
requisite data necessary to complete a com-
prehensive review.”

General Hughes asked Commerce to pro-
vide DIA with the raw export data obtained
from U.S. supercomputer manufacturers so
that DIA could conduct its own independent
analysis.
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May 19, 1998—as of this morning, Com-
merce has not provided any additional infor-
mation to DIA to enable them to complete
the study.

Mr. Chairman, | offered this amendment
today to address a vital national security
issue. That issue is the failure of the Depart-
ment of Commerce to provide complete and
accurate information to our organizations that
are charged with assessing threats around the
globe.

The need for analysis to have a flow of raw
data to produce intelligence is as old as war
itself. Skilled analysts sift through the bits and
pieces of everyday trivia and find patterns that
allows them to formulate an adversary’s likely
intentions.

The Congress relies on the technical analy-
sis of national intelligence resources. Last
year, this Congress was concerned with the
threat that was posed by the transfer of tech-
nology around the world.

The National Security Committee requested
a study addressing the impacts of past trans-
fers. Mr. Speaker, | find it inexcusable that the
study could not be completed because the De-
partment of Commerce refused to work with
the Departments of Defense and Energy on
the study.

The responsibility for controlling much of
this technology was transferred by the admin-
istration to the Commerce Department last
year, over the objections of both the Depart-
ment of State and the Department of Defense.

The recent nuclear tests in India; Pakistan’s
threats to conduct its own tests and the im-
proper transfers of technology to the Chinese
underscore the dangerous nature of our world
today.

We cannot allow ourselves to be forced to
make decision with anything less than the best
information and intelligence. We cannot allow
executive branch departments to determine
what information is important and what isn't.

This amendment ensures that our intel-
ligence community has access to vital informa-
tion. Let's allow our analysts do their jobs!

Vote yes on the Gibbons amendment.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in strong opposition to the Markey tritium
amendment within this en bloc package. It is
unfortunate that such a contentious issue is
being included in what is historically a non-
contentious package.

The Markey amendment would change the
Atomic Energy Act by prohibiting tritum pro-
duction in commercial nuclear reactors. This
amendment is bad public policy and reckless
economic policy. The American taxpayer de-
serves better than to be forced to pay for a
project three times as expensive as the com-
petition.

Tritium is an isotope of hydrogen that is re-
quired by all U.S. nuclear weapons in order to
function as designed. Because tritium decays
at a rate of about 5.5% per year, it must be
replaced periodically to maintain our nuclear
weapon stockpile.

The U.S. has not produced tritium since
1988, when the last trittum production reactor
was shut down. By Presidential Directive, the
Department of Energy must have a new sup-
ply of tritium available by 2005.

The Tennessee Valley Authority’s (TVA),
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 1, has been selected
by the Department of Energy (DOE) to con-
duct a one-time of components, to produce
tritium in commercial light water reactors. If
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awarded the contract to produce tritium, the
Bellefonte nuclear plant would assume the pri-
mary role, with Watts Bar as the backup. Total
cost to the taxpayer for the TVA contract;
about $1.8 billion. However, the competing
“accelerator” proposal is going to sock the
American taxpayers with a price tag around $7
billion.

For reasons ranging from unfair competition
to wasteful government spending, it is only ap-
propriate that Citizens Against Government
Waste is also OPPOSED to the Markey
amendment.

Again, the tritum program is a key element
in DOE’s Stockpile Stewardship and Manage-
ment Program to ensure safety and reliability
of the nuclear weapons stockpile without test-
ing. We have to produce it and we should en-
courage fair competition.

The purpose of the Watts Bar test is to con-
firm excellent results from prior testing. This
will provide added confidence to utilities, the
public, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion which regulates commercial reactors, of
which tritium can be produced to meet na-
tional security requirements in a technically
straightforward, safe and cost-effective man-
ner.

The bottom line is this; TVA's professional
experience, infrastructure and smart economic
proposal exceed DOE's criteria. We should
not legislatively hinder the Department of En-
ergy’s ability to choose which facility produces
tritium.

By allowing the Markey amendment to pass,
the federal government and the American tax-
payer lose. We will lose the ability or fair com-
petition, and we lose the opportunity to save
money. The commercial reactor proposal al-
lows money to be paid back to the Treasury
from the sale of energy from the commercial
reactor, thus we will recoup costs. The “accel-
erator” proposal has NO cost recoupment.

We must promote competition, and the Mar-
key amendment does not. It would force the
Department of Energy to choose one proposal
for tritium production by default, and by doing
so, sinks upwards of $8 billion into a new spe-
cial facility.

| strongly encourage my colleagues to op-
pose the Markey amendment. Let the Depart-
ment of Energy and their experts determine
the most cost effective, safe, and professional
tritium facility, not Congress.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Hall/Boehlert amendment
which is included in the en bloc amendment,
our amendment expresses the Sense of Con-
gress that adequate resources—funding and
personnel—be applied to the science and
technology activities of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force. The amendment will require the
Secretary of Defense to initiate a study and
recommend minimum requirements to main-
tain a defense technology base that is suffi-
cient to project superiority in air and space
weapons systems, and information technology.

A robust science and technology investment
is critical if our Armed Forces are to move into
the 21st Century and operate at the cutting
edge of technology. The future of American
defense rests on our ability to improve our
technology and maintain our military superi-
ority.

We must ensure that our Armed Forces
continue to apply the necessary attention and
resources to science and technology develop-
ment if we are to safeguard our future national
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security. The investments we make today will
make the difference tomorrow. | thank my col-
league and co-sponsor, Mr. HALL of Ohio, for
his work on this amendment and urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of it.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, we
have no further requests for time.
Thus, | yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendments en bloc
offered by the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE).

The amendments en bloc were agreed
to.

0O 1545

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). It is now in order to consider
amendment No. 4 printed in part B of
the House Report 105-544.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR.
THORNBERRY

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B, amendment No. 4 printed in House
Report 105-544 offered from Mr. THORNBERRY:

At the end of title VII (page 197, after line
5), add the following new section:

SEC. 726. DEMONSTRATION PROJECT TO IN-

CLUDE CERTAIN COVERED BENE-
FICIARIES WITHIN FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES HEALTH BENEFITS PRO-
GRAM.

(a) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—(1) Chapter
55 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

“8§1108. Health care coverage through Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits program:
demonstration project
‘““(a) FEHBP OPTION DEMONSTRATION.—The

Secretary of Defense, after consulting with

the other administering Secretaries, shall

enter into an agreement with the Office of

Personnel Management to conduct a dem-

onstration project under which not more

than 70,000 eligible covered beneficiaries de-
scribed in subsection (b) and residing within
one of the areas covered by the demonstra-
tion project may be enrolled in health bene-
fits plans offered through the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits program under chap-

ter 89 of title 5.

“(b) ELIGIBLE COVERED BENEFICIARIES.—(1)
An eligible covered beneficiary under this
subsection is—

“(A) a member or former member of the
uniformed services described in section
1074(b) of this title who is entitled to hos-
pital insurance benefits under part A of title
XVIIl of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1395c et seq.);

“(B) a dependent of such a member de-
scribed in section 1076(b) or 1076(a)(2)(B) of
this title;

“(C) a dependent of a member of the uni-
formed services who died while on active
duty for a period of more than 30 days; or

“(D) a dependent described in section
1076(b) or 1076(a)(2)(B) of this title who is en-
titled to hospital insurance benefits under
part A of title XVIII of the Social Security
Act, regardless of the member’s or former
member’s eligibility for such hospital insur-
ance benefits.

“(2) A covered beneficiary described in
paragraph (1) shall not be required to satisfy
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any eligibility criteria specified in chapter 89
of title 5 as a condition for enrollment in
health benefits plans offered through the
Federal Employee Health Benefits program
under the demonstration project.

““(3) Covered beneficiaries who are eligible
to enroll in the Federal Employment Health
Benefits program under chapter 89 of title 5
as a result of civil service employment with
the United States Government shall not be
eligible to enroll in a Federal Employees
Health Benefits plan under this section.

““(c) AREA OF DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—
The Secretary of Defense and the Director of
the Office of Personnel Management shall
jointly identify and select the geographic
areas in which the demonstration project
will be conducted. The Secretary and the Di-
rector shall establish at least six, but not
more than ten, such demonstration areas. In
establishing the areas, the Secretary and Di-
rector shall include—

“(1) a site that includes the catchment
area of one or more military medical treat-
ment facilities;

“(2) a site that is not located in the
catchment area of a military medical treat-
ment facility;

“(3) a site at which there is a military
medical treatment facility that is a Medi-
care Subvention Demonstration project site
under section 1896 of title XVIII of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.); and

“(4) not more than one site for each
TRICARE region.

“(d) TIME FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—
(1) The Secretary of Defense shall conduct
the demonstration project during three con-
tract years under the Federal Employees
Health Benefits program.

““(2) Eligible covered beneficiaries shall, as
provided under the agreement pursuant to
subsection (a), be permitted to enroll in the
demonstration project during the open sea-
son for the year 2000 (conducted in the fall of
1999). The demonstration project shall termi-
nate on December 31, 2002.

““(e) PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF MTFs.—
Eligible covered beneficiaries who partici-
pate in the demonstration project shall not
be eligible to receive care at a military med-
ical treatment facility.

“(f) TERM OF ENROLLMENT.—(1) The mini-
mum period of enrollment in a Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits plan under this sec-
tion shall be three years.

““(2) A beneficiary who elects to enroll in
such a plan, and who subsequently discon-
tinues enrollment in the plan before the end
of the period described in paragraph (1), shall
not be eligible to reenroll in the plan.

“(3) An eligible beneficiary enrolled in a
Federal Employees Health Benefits plan
under this section may change plans during
the open enrollment period in the same man-
ner as any other Federal Employees Health
Benefits program beneficiary may change
plans.

““(g) SEPARATE RISK PooLs; CHARGES.—(1)
The Office of Personnel Management shall
require health benefits plans under chapter
89 of title 5 that participate in the dem-
onstration project to maintain a separate
risk pool for purposes of establishing pre-
mium rates for covered beneficiaries who en-
roll in such a plan in accordance with this
section.

““(2) The Office shall determine total sub-
scription charges for self only or for family
coverage for covered beneficiaries who enroll
in a health benefits plan under chapter 89 of
title 5 in accordance with this section, which
shall include premium charges paid to the
plan and amounts described in section 8906(c)
of title 5 for administrative expenses and
contingency reserves.

““(h) GOVERNMENT CONTRIBUTIONS.—The
Secretary of Defense shall be responsible for
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the Government contribution for an eligible
covered beneficiary who enrolls in a health
benefits plan under chapter 89 of title 5 in ac-
cordance with this section, except that the
amount of the contribution may not exceed
the amount of the Government contribution
which would be payable if the electing indi-
vidual were an employee enrolled in the
same health benefits plan and level of bene-
fits.

“(i) EFFECT OF CANCELLATION.—The can-
cellation by a covered beneficiary of cov-
erage under the Federal Employee Health
Benefits program shall be irrevocable during
the term of the demonstration project.

“(J) REPORT REQUIREMENTS.—(1) The Sec-
retary of Defense and the Director of the Of-
fice of Personnel Management shall jointly
submit to Congress a report containing the
information described in paragraph (2)—

“(A) not later than the date that is 15
months after the date that the Secretary be-
gins to implement the demonstration
project; and

“(B) not later than the date that is 39
months after the date that the Secretary be-
gins to implement the demonstration
project.

““(2) The reports required by paragraph (1)
shall include—

“(A) information on the number of eligible
covered beneficiaries who opt to participate
in the demonstration project;

““(B) an analysis of the percentage of eligi-
ble covered beneficiaries who participate in
the demonstration project as compared to
usage rates for similarly situated Federal re-
tirees;

““(C) information on eligible covered bene-
ficiaries who opt to participate in the dem-
onstration project who did not have Medi-
care Part B coverage before opting to par-
ticipate in the project;

‘(D) an analysis of the enrollment rates
and cost of health services provided to eligi-
ble covered beneficiaries who opt to partici-
pate in the demonstration project as com-
pared with other enrollees in the Federal
Employees Health Benefits Program under
title 5, United States Code;

“(E) an analysis of how the demonstration
project affects the accessibility of health
care in military medical treatment facili-
ties, and a description of any unintended ef-
fects on the treatment priorities in those fa-
cilities in the demonstration area;

“(F) an analysis of any problems experi-
enced by the Department of Defense in man-
aging the demonstration project;

““(G) a description of the effects of the dem-
onstration project on medical readiness and
training at military medical treatment fa-
cilities located in the demonstration area,
and a description of the probable effects that
making the project permanent would have
on medical readiness and training;

““(H) an examination of the effects that the
demonstration project, if made permanent,
would be expected to have on the overall
budget of the Department of Defense, the
budget of the Office of Personnel and Man-
agement, and the budgets of individual mili-
tary medical treatment facilities;

“(1) an analysis of whether the demonstra-
tion project affects the cost to the Depart-
ment of Defense of prescription drugs or the
accessibility, availability, and cost of such
drugs to covered beneficiaries;

““(J) a description of any additional infor-
mation that the Secretary of Defense or the
Director of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment deem appropriate and that would assist
Congress in determining the viability of ex-
panding the project to all Medicare-eligible
members of the uniformed services and their
dependents; and

““(K) recommendations on whether covered
beneficiaries—

H3685

(i) should be given more than one chance
to enroll in a Federal Employees Health Ben-
efits plan under this section;

““(ii) should be eligible to enroll in such a
plan only during the first year following the
date that the covered beneficiary becomes
eligible to receive hospital insurance bene-
fits under title XVIII of the Social Security
Act; or

“(iii) should be eligible to enroll in the
plan only during the two-year period follow-
ing the date on which the beneficiary first
becomes eligible to enroll in a Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits plan under this sec-
tion.

“(k) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT.—Not
later than 39 months after the Secretary be-
gins to implement the demonstration
project, the Comptroller General shall sub-
mit to Congress a report examining the same
criteria required to be examined under sub-
section (j)(2).”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:

*“1108. Health care coverage through Federal
Employees Health Benefits pro-
gram: demonstration project.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Chapter 89
of title 5, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in section 8905—

(A) by redesignating subsections (d)
through (f) as subsections (e) through (g), re-
spectively; and

(B) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(d) An individual whom the Secretary of
Defense determines is an eligible covered
beneficiary under subsection (b) of section
1108 of title 10 may enroll, as part of the
demonstration project under such section, in
a health benefits plan under this chapter in
accordance with the agreement under sub-
section (a) of such section between the Sec-
retary and the Office and applicable regula-
tions under this chapter.”;

(2) in section 8906(b)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (2) and (3)” and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘paragraphs (2), (3), and (4)”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(4) In the case of individuals who enroll,
as part of the demonstration project under
section 1108 of title 10, in a health benefits
plan in accordance with section 8905(d) of
this title, the Government contribution shall
be determined in accordance with section
1108(h) of title 10.”’; and

(3) in section 8906(g)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘“‘para-
graph (2)” and inserting in lieu thereof
“‘paragraphs (2) and (3)’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(3) The Government contribution de-
scribed in subsection (b)(4) for beneficiaries
who enroll, as part of the demonstration
project under section 1108 of title 10, in ac-
cordance with section 8905(d) of this title
shall be paid as provided in section 1108(h) of
title 10.”.

(c) DisPoSAL OF NATIONAL DEFENSE STOCK-
PILE MATERIALS TO OFFSET COSTS.—

(1) DISPOSAL REQUIRED.—Subject to para-
graphs (2) and (3), the President shall dispose
of materials contained in the National De-
fense Stockpile and specified in the table in
subsection (b) so as to result in receipts to
the United States in amounts equal to—

(A) $89,000,000 during fiscal year 1999;

(B) $104,000,000 during fiscal year 2000;

(C) $95,000,000 during fiscal year 2001; and

(D) $72,000,000 during fiscal year 2002.

(2) LIMITATION ON DISPOSAL QUANTITY.—The
total quantities of materials authorized for
disposal by the President under paragraph (1)
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may not exceed the amounts set forth in the
following table:
Authorized Stockpile Disposals
Material for disposal Quantity

Chromium Ferroally Low Carbons
Diamond Stones
Palladium
Platinum

92,000 short tons
3,000,000 carats
1,227,831 troy ounces
439,887 troy ounces

(3) MINIMIZATION OF DISRUPTION AND LOSS.—
The President may not dispose of materials
under paragraph (1) to the extent that the
disposal will result in—

(A) undue disruption of the usual markets
of producers, processors, and consumers of
the materials proposed for disposal; or

(B) avoidable loss to the United States.

(4) TREATMENT OF RECEIPTS.—Notwith-
standing section 9 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
98h), funds received as a result of the dis-
posal of materials under paragraph (1) shall
be—

(A) deposited into the general fund of the
Treasury; and

(B) used to offset the revenues that will be
lost as a result of the implementation of the
demonstration project under section 1108 of
title 10, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)).

(5) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER DISPOSAL AU-
THORITY.—The disposal authority provided in
paragraph (1) is new disposal authority and
is in addition to, and shall not affect, any
other disposal authority provided by law re-
garding materials specified in the table in
paragraph (2).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 441, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY)
and a Member opposed, the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS), each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY).

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, |
ask unanimous consent that 10 minutes
of my time be yielded to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) and that he
may be entitled to yield time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
sponsored by the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. WATTS), the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN), and myself. |
greatly appreciate their efforts as well
as the efforts of the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER), the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON), the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SoLOMON), the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MicA) and the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), as well as others
who have worked on this issue.

The problem is we promised free life-
time medical care to military retirees
if they serve the country 20 years. The
problem is, we cannot keep that prom-

ise. Particularly with base closings,
with the declining military budgets, we
are not providing that health care.

We have got situations in this coun-
try where bases are closing. We have
got other situations where there are
military treatment facilities that are
too crowded and other situations where
people are a long way from any sort of
care.

This amendment takes us a step to-
ward keeping our commitments. We al-
ready have a pilot for Medicare sub-
vention, which is under way. This sets
up a demonstration project to allow
over-65-year-old military retirees to
participate in FEHBP.

The bottom line to the amendment,
Mr. Chairman, is that this program
would allow military retirees the same
respect as civilian Federal retirees get
now. It would treat them the same
way. Now they are treated worse.

The pilot project is limited in cost. It
is limited as far as the number of peo-
ple who can participate. It is limited in
the number of sites that can partici-
pate. But | think the key thing is that
it is most important for us to take
some action today to show the military
retirees that we are serious about
keeping our commitments, but, equally
important, to show those young active
duty folks that we are serious about re-
specting their service to their country,
risking their lives for our freedom, and
that we intend to keep our commit-
ments to them, because that is in seri-
ous doubt at this point.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise reluctantly in
opposition because, quite frankly, I am
sympathetic with the concern, but |
wish the gentleman who is the cospon-
sor of the amendment would appreciate
the fact that this is an attempt to tap
directly into the health insurance trust
fund of Medicare.

The jurisdiction for the HI trust fund
lies wholly within the Committee on
Ways and Means. That is why, over the
last several years, as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Health from the
Committee on Ways and Means, | have
worked tirelessly to perfect a Depart-
ment of Defense subvention program,
which attempts to utilize military hos-
pitals to provide the service for mili-
tary retirees in conjunction with the
Medicare trust fund. There are a num-
ber of safeguards that are contained in
the Department of Defense subvention

program that are missing from this
program.

Shortly, perhaps immediately, the
week that we come back, a bill will be
on the floor providing a Veterans Ad-
ministration subvention program. It
will be a program for both the part A
low-income service disabled veterans
and for the so-called category C veter-
ans who are not low income, nor do
they have a service-related disability.
That particular program has more than
a dozen safeguards for the health insur-
ance trust fund.

I am sorry that the subcommittee of
jurisdiction was not involved in the
crafting of this particular program, be-
cause, frankly, there are just a number
of flaws in the bill. They do not just ex-
tend to a clear protection of the tax-
payers in the HI trust fund, although,
clearly, that is of some concern.

I would refer Members to a letter
which was written in favor of this par-
ticular amendment by a group called
The Military Coalition. Their concern
is over the funding mechanism and the
argument that the Congressional Budg-
et Office believes that there will be an
increased consumption of Medicare
usage by these individuals.

This is not a new argument that we
have had with the Congressional Budg-
et Office. We had it over the DoD sub-
vention program, the VA subvention
program. Frankly, | tend to support
the argument that, if they are already
a Medicare eligible user, that they will
not necessarily increase their Medicare
usage.

The concern comes in the argument
that says, ‘““Roughly 30 percent of all
Medicare eligible military retirees
have Medigap coverage right now.
These are people that will switch to
the FEHBP because it provides better
coverage,’”’ that is the Federal Employ-
ees Health Benefit Program, “at a
lower cost than Medigap.”

This is a 3-year program. It is de-
signed to terminate after 3 years.
These people will give up their Medigap
and take private dollars and substitute
them for taxpayer dollars 75 cents out
of every dollar.

In a moment, | will speak to the
problems in the bill because these mili-
tary retirees are not treated like any
other Federal employee under the Fed-
eral Employee Health Benefit Pro-
gram. They are treated entirely dif-
ferently.

But let us take a look at this person
who decides to get into this program,
give up their Medigap, go under the



May 21, 1998

FEHBP, and, in 3 years, the program
ends. They now will be forced to go
back into the Medigap market, and
they may, in fact, face that concern
that all of us face in terms of trying to
go back and buy insurance after you
released it, and the potential of not
being able to get the kind of insurance
that they had prior to going into this
program.

I would caution any military retiree
who has Medigap insurance that |
would be very, very careful of giving up
my Medigap insurance to go into a pro-
gram that has no guarantee that it
would continue.

Let us take a look in an attempt, |
assume, to control costs what this par-
ticular amendment actually does. It
says military retirees will go into the
Federal Employees Health Benefit Pro-
gram, but they will not go in like every
other Federal employee, including the
retiree program. They have to create a
separate risk pool for these people.

It means that, if they are in the sepa-
rate risk pool, they are already Medi-
care eligible. They are above 65. They
have gone through rigorous military
duty. Their per-capita cost could be
considerably higher.

But it says in another section of the
amendment that the government’s
amount has to stay at the appropriate
amount; that is the statistical average
of 72 percent.

The argument that the amount for
the Federal Employees Health Benefit
Program will be exactly the same or
lower than the Medigap, which is used
as an argument in the letter in favor of
it, is not necessarily true, because the
amendment requires a separate risk
pool to be developed for these individ-
uals.

It is not clear what the complete role
of the HI trust fund is. The argument is

that it will be completely com-
pensated.
Remember, the health insurance

trust fund is a payroll tax fund paid
into by individuals. The funding mech-
anism in this bill is selling assets of
the Department of Defense, principally
precious metals that are stored for
strategic use. The selling off of those
assets go into the general fund.

But the HI is a dedicated trust fund
out of the payroll tax. There has to be
a clear guarantee of transfer of funds
to make sure that the HI trust fund is
held harmless.

I can go on and on in terms of a se-
ries of flaws that are contained in this
amendment which, as | said, | am sorry
no one ever involved the committee of
jurisdiction to make sure, one, that the
HI trust fund was protected; two, that
it was integrated properly and appro-
priately in the two other defense meas-
ures that we are working on in terms
of people who serve their country, the
Department of Defense TriCare sub-
vention program and the Veterans Vi-
sion subvention program.

I would have to tell Members that
this particular amendment is so fun-
damentally flawed that | am going to
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have to ask for a ‘“no”” vote on this
amendment. | would very much like to
sit down and see if there is not some
way that we could correct these fun-
damental flaws.

But absent that, you may be expos-
ing the HI trust fund; probably more
insidious, you may be exposing these
military retirees to a test program
which will not allow them to get the
Medigap coverage they had in the first
place that they are giving up to go into
this test program. It just does not
make sense the way it is written.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
this amendment. At the outset of this
debate, | first wanted to express my
gratitude to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), chairman, and
to the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON), the ranking minority mem-
ber, for their leadership on this issue
and to Donna Hoffmeier, Mieke Eoyang
of the Committee on National Security
staff, and especially to Mike Brown of
my staff for all the work that they
have done to enable us to bring this
amendment to the floor today.

This amendment establishes a dem-
onstration project through which Medi-
care eligible military retirees will be
able to join the Federal Employees
Health Benefits Program.

We have taken the basic text of H.R.
1766, which is cosponsored by 284 Mem-
bers of this body, and we have added
one refinement after another until we
have ensured that every concern has
been addressed. As of this morning,
every concern had been addressed that
we have been told about.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on my time?

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Shortly.

Mr. THOMAS. On my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Sure.

Mr. THOMAS. | would not want to
take the gentleman’s time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. On his time,
| yield to the gentleman from Califor-
nia.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, what is the provision
that protects those military retirees
who choose to give up their Medigap
program to go into this 3-year test that
they can go back to their original
Medigap program without risk? Where
is that guarantee in the amendment?

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, | will
tell the gentleman from California that
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK), who has also worked on this
bill for some time and, as you know,
serves with you on the Committee on
Ways and Means, is going to address
those issues.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time briefly, I will tell
you that the gentleman from Califor-
nia, to my knowledge, and of course he
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can speak for himself has not worked
on this bill; that the Committee on
Ways and Means and the Subcommit-
tee on Health has not been involved in
this bill at all.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, again, | yield myself such time as
I may consume and tell the gentleman
from California that CBO has looked at
this, has determined that it would cost
a maximum of $50 million. That as-
sumes that military retirees will avail
themselves of this opportunity and, in
fact, will use Medicare to a somewhat
greater extent than they do now.

Mr. Chairman, even though every en-
listed service member was promised
free quality lifetime health care as par-
tial compensation for their service to
their country, Medicare eligible mili-
tary retirees are not provided adequate
access to health care.

Free quality lifetime health care is
no longer available to people once they
become 65 years of age. They are pre-
cluded from participating in TriCare,
they are prohibited from using
Champus, and they are placed last on
the priority list at military medical
treatment facilities.

That is why we have this amend-
ment. Federal civilian retirees and
former Members of Congress in com-
parison have excellent health care. Ci-
vilian retirees are able to participate
in the same health insurance program
they enjoyed when they were active
employees.

The Federal Government does not
kick them out of their insurance pro-
gram once they become eligible for
Medicare. In fact, many of the plans
provided for civilian employees provide
greater coverage and more benefits to
those who are Medicare eligible, be-
cause that is when they need health
care the most, when they retire at 65.

We should correct this inequity in
treatment between Federal retirees
and military retirees by providing
Medicare eligible military retirees the
same options and the same insurance
program as we provide Medicare eligi-
ble Federal retirees.

That is what this amendment does. It
begins this process. It establishes a
limited demonstration program that
will allow 70,000 Medicare eligible mili-
tary retirees the option to join the
Federal Employee Health Benefits Pro-
gram for 3 years. During that time,
they have the same rights and benefits
as their Federal civilian counterparts.

The amendment establishes separate
risk pools to ensure that military re-
tirees and Federal civilian bene-
ficiaries do not cross-subsidize one an-
other. Then it requires that DoD, the
Office of Personnel Management, and
GAO fully analyze the impact of this
FEHBP option after the demonstration
has ended.

O 1600

So we can then decide whether or not
we want full national implementation
based on complete factual information.
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This is a bipartisan amendment. It is
strongly supported by the Military Co-
alition, the National Military Veterans
Alliance, the Retired Officers Associa-
tion. Every major military association
endorses this amendment.

I know the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. THOMAS) is concerned about it.
I am disappointed the gentleman is op-
posed to it. It is going to have some
minor impact on Medicare, $50 million,
but that means in addition to the $700
billion Medicare program that Medi-
care will spend over that 3 year period,
$50 million might be spent by military
retirees who are eligible for Medicare?
We could save 10 times this amount an-
nually if we change HCFA'’s billing sys-
tem, for example.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
THORNBERRY) and | will enter into a
colloguy with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) promising to work
with him to address the concerns of the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS). It is unfortunate the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) cannot
join us to work out these problems.

| urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this amendment and support mili-
tary retirees health care when they
need it the most.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. | yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | am in-
clined to support the Watts-Moran-
Thornberry amendment. | am a cospon-
sor of the legislation of the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), which does
roughly the same thing.

The amendment is revenue neutral.
It does have an accounting problem as
currently drafted. As drafted, the
amendment would increase Medicare
utilization undoubtedly as the retirees
find it less expensive to seek medical
care there.

As we all know, we have a long-term
financing problem in the Medicare
Trust Fund, and if we increase Medi-
care spending, it is essential that we
keep the trust fund neutral.

This amendment needs an accounting
fix to make sure that that money that
the DOD raises gets into the Medicare
Trust Fund and not into general reve-
nues. It is my understanding that staff
has not yet had time to work out the
details of the language, and I am won-
dering if the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. THORNBERRY) could give us a com-
mitment to address this problem in
conference?

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. | yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. | thank the gen-
tleman, and | thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK) for raising
this concern.

Mr. Chairman, we have discussed this
issue and completely agree it is appro-
priate to make sure that the Medicare
trust funds are not negatively im-
pacted by the amendment. The offsets

Chairman,
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included in this amendment do include
CBO’s estimated Medicare costs, and |
assure the gentleman | will certainly
work with the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER) and
others in the weeks ahead to clarify
that the legislative language addresses
those concerns and that there are ap-
propriate offsets, in addition to the
protections that are needed on the con-
cern that the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. THOMAS) has raised.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, we look for-
ward it addressing this concern in con-
ference.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, | thank
the authors of the amendment. | think
you have a winner. | would suggest
that if anybody is concerned, that you
do not extend it at the end of three
years. In the balanced budget amend-
ment we made it the law that people
had to be able to get the Medigap pol-
icy back. So if in the third year we de-
cide the experiment will not work, we
can write that into law and see that no

one is disadvantaged by losing the
Medigap policy.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. It sounds

like a good solution.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may concern.

Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding the
attempted agreement that was just
made, which is clearly a concern in
terms of the trust funds, but what I
just heard was that the military retir-
ees who give up their Medigap program
and who may not in fact be able to get
insurance, we will worry about them
three years later when the demonstra-
tion program ends.

I would tell the gentleman, if that is
the way you are going to treat military
retirees, then | can fully understand
why you have some concern about the
DOD program which we are now work-
ing on. You may have some concern
about the VA program. But in every
one of those programs that we worked
with, that we sat down and made sure
were done correctly, the military retir-
ees were protected from day one.

What you just heard, Mr. Chairman,
was the hope that three years later, if
this demonstration program does not
work, those military retirees who gave
up their Medigap insurance, we will see
if we can pass a piece of legislation
that will fix that problem. | cannot be-
lieve that the dialogue that just took
place was concerned about the HI trust
fund alone and showed no concern
whatsoever for the military retirees
that are the guinea pigs in this pro-
gram.

Had you sat down with the commit-
tee of jurisdiction, we would have
worked that out to make sure that the
military retirees were protected. This
is just another example of what the
gentleman from Virginia said was a
well-crafted amendment, which leaves
every one of those up to 70,000 military
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retirees who are asked to participate in
this program at risk on their Medigap
program. | do not believe the House is
willing to vote on that kind of a risk
for our military retirees.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMAS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Let me just
tell the gentleman, we have been work-
ing on this for four years. | can verify
to you that | introduced this five years
ago. Now, we have 284 cosponsors. We
want to work with the gentleman. We
did everything we could to work it out
in conference.

Mr. THOMAS. Reclaiming my time,
did the gentleman or the gentleman’s
staff ever call the Subcommittee on
Health of the Committee on Ways and
Means? The answer is if you did every-
thing you could to work it out, it
seems to me the subcommittee of juris-
diction, which has worked on the bal-
anced budget amendment for the DOD
subvention, which has worked with the
Committee on Veterans Affairs on the
VA subvention program, and which is
currently working in the Medicare
Commission to make sure that those
individuals who served time in the
military, and especially were in thea-
ters of combat, are taken care of.

The gentleman continues to give this
blanket assurance that everything has
been done. I simply continue to repeat,
you never once worked with the sub-
committee of jurisdiction. | believe
that is one of the reasons that all these
flaws are in the amendment.

We have taken care of it in every
other area that we have worked with
combining Department of Defense and
veterans interests with Medicare. They
are not in this amendment. It is
flawed.

If someone would indicate that we
could sit down and resolve the flaws in
the amendment, then | am far more in-
terested in going forward. What | heard
as a resolution for those individuals
who are going to give up their Medigap
is that three years from now, when this
demonstration ends, maybe we can
pass a law that will give them a chance
to get their Medigap back.

I do not think that is a very com-
fortable assurance for military retir-
ees. | certainly would not want to gam-
ble my program to go into a program
that may end on the assurance that
this Congress, three or four years down
the road, is going to be able to make
sure | get back the insurance | lost
when | started this experiment. That is
not a solid guarantee, and that is what
this amendment says, and that is what
was just discussed on the floor.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, we have invited the Committee
on Ways and Means staff to meetings.
Let me say, the Parliamentarian did
not refer this to the Committee on
Ways and Means as the committee of
jurisdiction. So we worked with the
Subcommittee on Civil Service within
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the Committee on Government Oper-
ations, and we worked with the Com-
mittee on National Security, because
they were referred to us as the commit-
tee of jurisdiction.

We are only talking about one line in
this bill among many lines, and | think
we can work that out in conference.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, perhaps the gen-
tleman did not hear me. The one line
you continue to refer to is the transfer
of funds from the endangered HI trust
fund, which is scheduled to go bank-
rupt in a short number of years. That
is why we have the Medicare Commis-
sion, to protect those funds.

What | have continued to refer to is
the requirement and in fact the argu-
ment that is made by the military coa-
lition, that these military retirees are
going to give up their Medigap insur-
ance to get into the program. Because
certainly they are not going to pay out
of pocket their own private dollars for
a Medigap program, when in fact the
taxpayers are going to pay 75 cents out
of every dollar to put them into the
FEHBP program.

So you have the HI trust fund paying
for the Medicare, and 75 cents out of
every dollar of taxpayers money, the
employer, to the retired military being
paid in the FEHBP. They are giving up
their private sector dollars, the
Medigap dollars, to get this.

But it is a demonstration program. It
is only for three years. Why could you
not write into the program a protec-
tion for these military retirees? It is
not the one line you are talking about,
which is the HI trust fund. It is the
guarantee that you do not lose any
more than the insurance that you had
when you went into the program. That
is one of the fundamental flaws of this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, there are two impor-
tant points in response to the concerns
of the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS). Number one is | think all of
us admire the protections that he has
worked on in the Medicare subvention
pilot program and want to work with
him to see appropriate protections are
included in this bill.

Secondly, before the Subcommittee
on Personnel marked up, we were
aware that the Committee Ways and
Means were interested in this issue,
and | have been informed as a matter
of fact that the Committee on Ways
and Means staff was invited to a meet-
ing on Monday, May 4, 1998, at 11:30
a.m., and they did not show up. In-
cluded in that meeting were represent-
atives of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, CBO and
others.

Mr. Chairman, | yield two minutes to
the sponsor of the amendment, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. WATTS).

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman from
Texas for yielding me this time.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Watts-Thornberry-Moran amendment
to H.R. 3616 that the Parliamentarian
has cleared and that the Committee on
Rules has ruled in order. This amend-
ment is to the defense authorization
bill for fiscal year 1999.

Just for the record, | have got a long
list of support letters here from the
American Military Retirees Associa-
tion, the American Retirees, Korean
War Veterans Association, the Na-
tional Association of Uniform Services,
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and the
list goes on and on.

This amendment is an important key
to improving the delivery of high qual-
ity health care to our military retirees
and their dependents. No one deserves
the option of enrolling in the Federal
Employees Health Benefits Program
more than these good Americans.

For decades our government prom-
ised millions of people who served in
the Armed Forces free lifetime health
care for themselves and their depend-
ents if they served for 20 or more years.
They earned that benefit, yet we all
know that the promise was broken and
never fixed.

As a result, we face a situation
wherein thousands of military retirees
are forced to scramble for adequate
health care for themselves and their
dependents. Many must make do with
the TriCare system or space available
care in a rapidly diminishing number
of military hospitals.

If they are 65 years old or older, they
must use the Medicare system. Those
who live far from military treatment
facilities or hospitals except TriCare
often purchase private medical insur-
ance or simply remain uncovered.

The Watts-Thornberry-Moran amend-
ment, again, is an optional program
that would begin to restore that prom-
ise of health care for this group by en-
rolling a limited number of Medicare
eligible military retirees in the FEHBP
program at a number of sights around
the country.

Mr. Chairman, the Watts-Thorn-
berry-Moran amendment is but a small
optional step, and | encourage Mem-
bers to support it.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield one minute to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Watts-Moran-Thornberry
amendment. For almost three years
now, | have worked with the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) and others
on this critical issue of providing qual-
ity lifetime health care to military re-
tirees.

I want to thank the gentlemen from
Virginia, Oklahoma and Texas for the
opportunity to urge all of our Members
to support this amendment, which will
demonstrate a way to give the Medi-
care eligible retirees the option of par-
ticipating in the Federal Employee
Health Benefit Program. | am assured
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that the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS) is going to find a way to
make this acceptable in the Committee
on Ways and Means as well.

On the eve of Memorial Day, it seems
not only the appropriate time, but it
also is the honorable time to keep our
promise to the military retirees that
we would provide them health care.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, Medigap is a wrap-
around insurance program. There are
ten standardized Medigap programs
that are made available by HCFA. The
argument is that these military retir-
ees will be giving up their Medigap in-
surance.

Now, | know as you begin to talk
about how this program is supposed to
fit together, some eyes begin to glaze
over, and all you are supposed to do is
just say, it ought to be done, and there-
fore it is done.

Well, | will tell you, in trying to
work with the DOD subvention pro-
gram, and now successfully with the
VA, if you are really interested in
looking out after the interests of these
military retirees, you had better have
in writing exactly what is going to
occur. The Federal Employees Health
Benefit Program does not match up to
any of the Medigap programs.

What are the policies? What are the
premiums? You are creating a struc-
ture which creates a separate risk pool.
The premiums may be outrageous. You
have no protections for the military re-
tirees in that regard.

On page 4 of the amendment, line 11
through 14, if you agree to go into this
program, what do you agree to do? You
agree eligible covered beneficiaries who
participate in the demonstration
project shall not be eligible to receive
care at a military medical treatment
facility.

Under the DOD subvention program,
we try to blend the military medical
facilities with the HI program. What
you do in this is you are a military re-
tiree, you are used to going to a mili-
tary facility, and, now, if you enter
into this program, you become an
FEHBP member, not knowing what
your premium is going to be, because
you are going to be in a separate risk
pool, not knowing what the benefits
are going to be in terms of an aug-
mentation, and you get your Medicare
money, which you also have been uti-
lizing perhaps in conjunction with the
military medical facility, but you are
denied going to the military medical
facility if you become part of this pro-
gram.

O 1615

You have to find an entirely different
health care delivery structure, maybe
somewhere else if you live by a mili-
tary reservation which you have been
going to.

These are the kinds of things in read-
ing this bill and in analyzing it as we
did with the DOD subvention and with
the VA subvention that simply jump
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out at us. There are very many flaws in
this bill. Why are we trying to rush
this forward without putting it to-
gether in a way the military retiree
has some comfort? Is it absolutely nec-
essary to tell them that if you enter
this program for your own benefit, you
have to give up military medical facili-
ties completely, you can never go
back?

A lot of times in today’s health care
system people are saying, | want to be
able to choose my own doctor. What
this demonstration program says Iis
you have to give up the doctor you had
or you cannot get in the program. That
makes no sense. But after all, you have
X number of cosponsors, you have X
number of people whose heart is cer-
tainly in it, and my heart is in it, and
the reason | am up here today is to tell
my colleagues we have to put our heads
in it as well as our hearts, and it is not
impossible to work these out, but if we
are going to move forward and simply
say all of these are going to be re-
solved, unfortunately the end result
will be a 3-year program which will
fail. If we want a successful program,
we ought to sit down and work out
these difficulties, we will have a higher
chance of succeeding, and perhaps my
admonitions will go unheeded, and I
am sorry, because it will be the mili-
tary retirees who will have suffered.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMAS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | was waiting for the gentleman
to catch his breath.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, when 1| feel strongly
about an issue and | believe that folks
are not being treated fairly, 1 do get
impassioned.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | am very much impressed, and |
appreciate the gentleman bringing up
these issues.

What | wanted to say to the gen-
tleman, though, we have talked with
the insurance companies. The fact is
that with a separate risk pool, given
the fact that these people are eligible
for Medicare, Medicare is a payer of
first resort, the insurance premiums
are not going to be exorbitant as the

gentleman has suggested, they are
going to be quite affordable.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, | would inquire of
the gentleman, under the current pro-
gram with military retirees, is Medi-
care A the first payer?

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, if one goes to a military treat-
ment facility, it is not the first payer,
but for many, there is about 70 percent
of military retirees.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, again
reclaiming my time, so for the mili-
tary retirees who use a military facil-
ity, that currently is the first payer,
but they are denied the ability to go
there; if they enter into this dem-
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onstration program, they are forced to
find medical services elsewhere if they
want to go in the program.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
the rush is that World War 1l veterans,
the average age is 72 years of age. They
are not going to be around. The Thom-
as-Stump bill | applaud for what they
are trying to do. We are both trying to
do the same thing to help veterans.

But the Moran bill, the original
Moran-Bond bill was limited, it only
had two sites. The Thornberry-Watts-
Cunningham bill put in $1.5 billion to a
full program. That is what we need to
do. This is a compromise between the 2
bills. Subvention does not give them
enough care; it is a Band-Aid. They do
not have access to TriCare. But | ask
my colleagues to support this, and |
look forward to working with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS)
because he is trying to do the same
thing we are.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The Committee will rise infor-
mally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Mica) assumed the chair.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate passed a con-
current resolution of the following
title, in which concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. Con. Res. 98. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment or re-
cess of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Committee will resume its sitting.

The

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and | rise in strong support of the
Moran-Thornberry amendment.

I sat on the Subcommittee on Civil
Service, and | have a full appreciation,
because | heard the quagmire of tech-
nical problems associated with ensur-
ing medical care for Medicare-eligible
veterans. There are risks associated
with being a part of any control group.
| do not for a moment believe that this
body is going to leave any veterans
who decide to go into this program in
a lurch at the end of the period.

I do think it is unthinkable to let
this gap in health care for these veter-
ans to go on any longer. | do think this
is Congress at its best. We did not
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know what to do after we heard this
testimony. We said let us do a dem-
onstration project and learn from it;
that will allow us to know whether we
spread it or change it or fix it.

Moreover, these are the first people
to be allowed into the FEHBP program
other than the traditional clients pro-
grams. | think we will learn something
about FEHBP as well, and | think the
people to learn it from are veterans
who have been left out of their full
right to medical care.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER),
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Personnel.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, | would
like everyone to recognize, this has
been one of the consequences of base
closures. Many of the retirees, they lo-
cated next to these military treatment
facilities and now that the bases have
closed, they are unwilling to move, and
they do not want to move. They are
stationed where they are. So we are
dealing with some cleanup work to do
from base closures, and that is what
this is about.

I want to recognize the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) on the
Subcommittee on Military Personnel
whose letter we received, we made it a
part of the RECORD; not only the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS),
but the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER), so we are well aware of their ob-
jections.

We recognize that the Committee on
Commerce and the Committee on Ways
and Means were not committees of ju-
risdiction on this, but what | want to
say to the gentleman is that invita-
tions were sent out, there were meet-
ings with CBO and the Committee on
the Budget and the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight, and
the Committee on National Security
on this. The gentleman has raised some
very interesting points here today, and
what | would like to do between now
and conference is for us to work to-
gether on this as we move toward a
demonstration.

| also want to compliment the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) and
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
WATTS) and the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. THORNBERRY). | appreciate them
accepting that one of these sites should
also be one of the Medicare